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Dissertation Abstract 
FACTORS RELATED TO SUCCESS IN THE DOCTORAL PROGRAM 
AT BOSTON UNIVERSITY SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
Purpose 
The purpose of the study was to identify those 
factors which are related to success in the doctoral pro-
gram, to analyze the relative importance and frequency of 
factors identified, and to draw implications and conclu-
sions from the findings. 
Procedures 
The population of 327 subjects in five groups 
were all applicants to the doctoral program at Boston 
University School of Education, some of whom graduated, 
some of whom did not. Information for the study was 
obtained from the records of the School of Education, 
from responses to a questionnaire and data sheet, and 
from interviews. 
A group of graduates were first compared with 
a group of non-graduates to see if there were signifi-
cant differences between the groups on four screening 
variabless undergraduate grade point average, graduate 
grade point average, score on the Boston University Gen-
eral Association Test, and recommendations in seven areas 
(taken individually and as a total). There was a differ-
XV 
ence on total recommendations in favor of the graduates 
significant at the .05 level. On the other variables 
there were no significant differences between the groups. 
The groups were then compared on the basis of 
twenty variables, with the following significant at the 
.05 levela 
1. A greater proportion of women than men 
graduated from the program. 
2. A greater proportion of graduates than 
non-graduates planned to undertake doctoral studies as 
full-time students. 
3. The graduates as a group had more 
experience in education than did the non-graduates. 
4. A smaller proportion of graduates than non-
graduates were in the fields of Administration and Super-
vision, Guidance and Counseling, and Secondary EduGation. 
There was a larger proportion of graduates tl1an non-grad-
uates in the fields of Elementary Education, Health, Physi-
cal Education and Recreation. 
The following variables were significant at the 
.01 levela 
5. A greater proportion of single than married 
students graduated from the program. 
6. A greater proportion of graduates trans-
ferred from the Certificate of Advanced Graduate Speciali-
xvi 
zation program to the doctoral program than did non-grad-
uates. Also, a significantly greater proportion of grad-
uates than non-graduates received their Certificate of 
Advanced Graduate Specialization before entering the doc-
toral program. 
7. A greater proportion of graduates than non-
graduates were staff members of the School of Education. 
8. A greater proportion of graduates than non-
graduates had two different advisors. 
A group of graduates and non-graduates who had 
been encouraged to start doctoral studies were then com-
pared with a group of applicants to the doctoral program 
who had been discouraged from commencing doctoral studies 
on the basis of the four screening variables mentioned in 
paragraph three on page one. Significant differences 
beyond the .01 level were found between the two groups, 
and in favor of the encouraged group. 
A group of graduates rated by their major 
advisors as "Least Promising" and a group designated by 
their major advisors as "Most Promising" were compared on 
the basis of their responses to an anonymous questionnaire, 
a data sheet, a personal interview, and information taken 
from their records. 
Two variables were significant at the .05 level: 
1. A greater proportion of graduates rated 
xvii 
"Most Promising" were either permanent residents within 
ten miles of Boston University or maintained permanent 
residences beyond one hundred miles from Boston University. 
2. A greater proportion of graduates rated "Most 
Promising" were administrators in education. 
On the basis of responses to open-ended ques-
tions on the questionnaire, certain observable differences 
appeared. The group rated "Most Promising" in general 
indicated on the questionnaire that acquaintance with and 
encouragement by the faculty motivated them not only to 
begin doctoral studies, but to study at Boston University, 
and to finish the requirements for the degree. This group 
more often chose their advisors because of previous 
acquaintance with them, or because the advisor chosen at 
the doctoral level had served in a similar capacity at the 
Master's level. In addition, they showed a high degree of 
identity with their families and friends. Their personal 
relationships had unusual meaning and motivation to them. 
As a result of the interviews, the group rated 
"Most Promising" tended to mention more often the posses-
sion of professional experience as an asset or their lack 
of it as a weakness. The group rated "Least Promising" 
tended to minimize expression and recognition of per-
ceived weaknesses, and mentioned more often the fact that 
they were inclined to undertake more than they were able to 
do. 
xviii 
Analysis of variance and chi-squares were the 
principal statistical tools used. 
Conclusions 
It was concluded that 
1. There are identifiable factors related to 
success in doctoral study at Boston University School of 
Education. 
2. Present criteria are adequate to distin-
guish between those whom the Committee discourages and 
those whom it encourages in doctoral study. The Commit-
tee is consistent in applying the criteria to applicants. 
3. Of the four criteria tested, and presently 
employed by the Doctoral Committee, only one distinguished 
between the graduate group and the non-graduate group: 
the total of all seven recommendations. 
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CHAPTER I 
THE PROBLEM AND METHOD OF STUDY 
Nature of the Problem 
Introduction 
The basic purpose of the doctoral program is 
to train a limited number of students of high quality, 
who will presumably occupy positions of leadership in 
colleges, universities, and public and private schools 
of the future. 
The selection of those who will be trained to 
provide this leadership demands the most careful scrutiny 
of applicants in order that the best and most capable 
people will be made available for positions of leader-
ship in education at all levels. 
The first step in such a plan is to determine 
if the proportion of successful candidates can be 
increased, and if so, how the proportion can be increased. 
Successful candidates, in this study, refers to those who 
have been graduated from the doctoral education program. 
For the purposes of this study, this definition will be 
accepted, with the full recognition of the fact that 
there are many exceptions to this definition. Success is 
a combination of many factors, and what constitutes 
success is dependent upon the criteria used. 
1 
However, it is not advisable to wait until full, 
satisfactory definitions are available before proceeding 
with the questions at hands Can the proportion of suc-
cessful candidates be increased? If so, how? 
In passing it may be noted that the answers to 
these questions are as closely related, as interdependent, 
and as difficult to give precedence to as the proverbial 
hen and egg. For without a philosophy of graduate educa-
tion, there can be no cohesive, meaningful program. With-
out such a program it is difficult to envisage the growth 
and success of candidates. But given an adequate phil-
osophy and an outstanding program in graduate work at the 
doctoral level, success or failure is predicated to a 
great extent on the supply of carefully selected doctoral 
candidates. To this, ideally, would be added opportunity 
to do full-time study without financial worries or outside 
work, the help of dedicated instructors, and the constant 
inspiration of competent advisors. 
2 
If the sine qua non of a good doctoral education 
program is candidates who are capable and carefully dedi-
cated, how can such candidates be identified and encouraged? 
Purpose 
The purpose of this study is to identify those 
factors which are related to success in the doctoral pro-
gram at Boston University School of Education, to analyze 
the relative importance and frequency of factors identi-
fied, and to draw implications and tentative conclusions 
from the findings. 
It is based on information gained through a 
study of the records of students who have applied for 
admission to the program, on information gained from ques-
tionnaires and data sheets, and on interviews with suc-
cessful candidates. 
Justification 
Boston University School of Education has offered 
a program of doctoral study since 1931 and has conferred 
the degree "Doctor of Education" since 1933, but no formal 
study has been made which would identify and analyze the 
factors related to success in this program. 
The present and future need for selective admis-
sions is pressing administrators of institutions of higher 
learning to find more effective ways of selecting well-
qualified students. The past fifteen years have witnessed 
the removal of financial barriers for many students, with 
ensuing increased enrollments, inadequacies of plant, and 
insufficient numbers of qualified teachers. Officials of 
institutions of higher learning desire to admit students 
who can benefit most from the offerings, and yet not 
exclude students who for one reason or another do not con-
form to all existing criteria but who show promise of 
3 
success. 
A graduate program of high caliber depends 
heavily on careful screening of applicants for admis-
sion. Under optimum conditions, only those are admitted 
who show promise of becoming successful, effective, inde-
pendent scholars and teachers. No committee is infal-
lible in assessing promise, but certain criteria chosen 
by committees provide guidance• transcripts, previous 
attainments, test scores, recommendations, and inter-
views. 
Among those who are admitted to the program are 
many who will not complete it. The loss in student and 
faculty time, effort, hope, and money is considerable. If 
criteria for selection can be improved by identification 
of factors positively related to success in the doctoral 
program, this attrition may be minimized. 
Even among those who complete the program, great 
variation of performance will be found, both during their 
period of study and following graduation. If selection 
criteria can be refined, opportunity for wider and broader 
selection of more promising candidates can be given the 
institution of higher learning. 
Importance of the study 
4 
The opportunity to study for the Doctor of Educa-
tion degree should be offered to those who possess a high 
level of scholastic ability, professional skill, character 
and integrity, and leadership potential. The degree should 
be available to those who demonstrate serious interest and 
purpose together with the promise of ability to succeed in 
the program. These qualities are difficult to identify or 
evaluate. 
As Edward Lee Thorndike! expressed ita 
"There are two golden rules for choosing 
adults for further education: the rule of 
ability and the rule of interest." 
But this is not enough. 
"To these virtues should be added imagi-
nation, discrimination, a capacity to think 
creatively, and integrity in serving the 
truth. The unknown quantity for which gradu-
ate schools are continually searching is the 
steady glow associated with true lovers of 
learning.•2 
This or any study that premises or purports to 
shed light on any factors which may be part of this 
"steady glow" would be deemed to be amply justified. 
Hopefully, the results of this study will be of 
utility not only to administration and faculty in screen-
1ng and selecting students, but to students contemplating 
doctoral study who wish to assess realistically their 
chances of being successful in the program. In addition, 
this study may stimulate further research on this and 
lThorndike, Edward Lee, "Earned Opportunities," Journal of 
Adult Education, 7, (June 1935), p. 260. 
2The Radcliffe Ph. D., "Graduate Education for Women," 
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, (1956). 
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closely related subjects which are central to the continu-
ing improvement of the program. 
Applicant 
Encouraged 
Discouraged 
BUGAT 
GRE 
Candidate 
Definition of terms 
A person who has applied for admission 
to the doctoral program at Boston Uni-
versity School of Education. 
The term used since 1941 to describe 
the action of the Doctoral Committee 
approving the entrance of the appli-
cant upon doctoral study. 
The term used to describe the negative 
action of the Doctoral Committee with 
respect to a given person's applica-
tion for admission to doctoral study. 
As a result, the applicant cannot take 
courses toward the doctor's degree at 
Boston University School of Education. 
The Boston University General Associ-
ation Test, by Helen Blair Sullivan 
and Donald D. Durrell, published by 
World Book Company, 1949. 
The Graduate Record Examination pub-
lished by Educational Test Service, 
Princeton, New Jersey. The Aptitude 
Test of the GRE has been required of 
all applicants to the doctoral pro-
gram since September 1, 1959. In 
addition, applicants may be required 
to take one or more of the Advanced 
Tests. 
Prior to 1941 the term applied to an 
applicant who had passed the quali-
fying pre-doctorate examinations and 
had received faculty approval to com-
mence doctoral studies. 
Since 1941 it describes the appli-
cant who has received Doctoral Com-
mittee approval of his research pro-
posal and Form A. 
6 
Proposal 
Form A 
Success 
The outline of the proposed dis-
sertation problem which the appli-
cant presents to the doctoral com-
mittee for approval. 
An outline of courses taken previous 
to action on the proposal, courses 
proposed to be taken, tools of research, 
outline of the proposal, and schedule of 
approximate dates for major phases to be 
finished. When this form is approved 
and filed, the applicant is admitted to 
candidacy. 
The term when used in this dissertation 
refers to success as shown by the cri-
terion of graduation from the doctoral 
program. 
Major advisor The chairman of the candidate's advi-
sory committee of three. He is the can-
didate's first reader of the disserta-
tion. His appointment by the Doctoral 
Committee is usually based on the can-
didate's choice. 
GPA Grade Point Average. This is figured 
by assigning weights of 4, 3, 2 and l 
respectively to grade letters A, B, c, 
and D, and dividing the weighted sum 
by the total number of semester hours. 
GAGS Certificate of Advanced Graduate Study, 
indicating the completion of not less 
than thirty hours beyond the Master's 
degree. It may or may not lead to 
specialization. 
Graduate This term is applied in this disserta-
tion to any person who graduated from 
the doctoral program at Boston Univer-
sity School of Education and received 
the degree Doctor of Education. 
Non-graduate This designation indicates that the 
subject did not graduate from the doc-
toral program at Boston University 
School of Education. He may have, how-
ever, subsequently graduated from the 
doctoral program in another institution, 
or from this institution in a school 
other than the School of Education. 
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The method of studv 
The subjects in the five groups studied were 
all applicants for the Doctor of Education degree at 
Boston University School of Education. Some graduated, 
some did not. 
The groups included in this study are described 
as followsz 
Group 1. All of the applicants who were encour-
aged and who graduated between August 1955 and August 1959. 
This group was selected by taking from the files of the 
Registrar's Office of the School of Education the records 
of applicants commencing with those closed as of August 
1959, going back taking every case through 1956 and alpha-
betically the first twelve of twenty-three files in 1955. 
A total of 130 records were checked, of which 110 were 
complete enough for inclusion in the study. 
Group 2. All of the applicants who were 
encouraged, but who did not graduate. This group was 
selected by taking from the files of the Registrar's 
Office of the School of Education the records of appli-
cants commencing with files closed as of August 1959, 
going back taking every case between 1959 and 1952. A 
total of 164 records were checked of which 91 were com-
plete enough for inclusion in the study. 
Group 3. All of the applicants who were dis-
couraged by the Doctoral Committee from commencing 
8 
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studies for the Doctor of Education degree. This group 
was selected by taking from the files of the Registrar's 
Office of the School of Education the records of appli-
cants commencing with those closed as of August 1959, 
going back taking every case through 1953. A total of 
109 records were checked, of which 96 were complete, and 
were therefore included in the study. 
Group ~. This group included all of those 
graduates from 1933 to August 1959 who were designated 
by their advisors as "Least Promising." (See p. 52 for 
a description of the method used in obtaining these 
designations). 
Group 5. This group included all of those 
graduates from 1933 to 1959 who were designated by their 
advisors as "Most Promising." (See p. 52 for a descrip-
tion of the method used in obtaining these designations). 
The doctoral program at 
Boston University School of E_d_u_cation 
Two doctoral degrees in education are offered 
at Boston University: a Doctor of Philosophy in the 
philosophy of education, conferred by the Graduate 
School, and a Doctor of Education in several fields of 
study, conferred by the School of Education. This study 
concerns itself only with the latter. 
The Doctor of Education degree was first 
announced in the Boston University Bulletin of April 15, 
1928, as of July 1, 1928, and outlined in the catalog of 
1929-1930 in response to the demand of students whose 
interests were professional rather than academic. It was 
intended that the Doctor of Education degree be fully 
equivalent in rank to the Doctor of Philosophy. 1 
The catalog set forth in 1930 that a high 
quality of work and research was required for the Doctor 
of Education degree, but the kind of research was not 
specified, nor was the field of work in academic studies 
limited in any way.2 This requirement was re-worded in 
1941 when it was stated that a high order of independent 
thought and study was requisite for the undertaking of 
the doctoral program.3 This remained unchanged through 
1959. 4 
The dissertation must represent an actual con-
tribution to knowledge.5 The minutes of the Doctoral 
Committee of July 10, 1933 specified that the disserta-
tion must showz 
1. a clearly defined problem which will add 
profitably to knowledge in the chosen 
field 
1Boston University Bulletin, Vol. XIX, No. 7, (1930-1931), 
p. 18 
2Ibid 
3§oston Universit:r: Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No. ll, (1941-1942), 
P• 74 
4Boston Universit:r: Bulletin, Vol. XLVIII, No. 15, (1959-
1960), P• 73 
5Boston Universit:r: Bulletin, Vol. XVII I, No. a, (1929-
1930)' P• 13 
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2. skill in adapting or developing proper 
research techniques 
3. adequate spread of data properly 
gathered 
4. fact finding and interpretation 
5. a search for knowledge of value 
6. not a general treatment 
The requirement that the dissertation represent 
an actual contribution to knowledge was in force from 
1929 through 1959, with the exception of the addition in 
1941 1 of the provision that the contribution to knowledge 
be in the candidate's field of special interest. 
In 1941 the purpose of the degree, the research 
required, and the importance of the dissertation were 
emphasized: 
The degree of Doctor of Education is offered for 
the capable student whose interest is professional 
and who demonstrates competence to deal construct-
ively with a worthwhile problem related to the his-
tory, the theory, or the practice of education. The 
entire program centers around the production of a 
dissertation by the student representing a contribu-
tion to knowledge in his field of special interest. 
Accordingly, capacity for a high order of independ-
ent thought and study is requisite for the under-
taking of a doctorate program.2 
This statement stands practically unchanged, 
11 
and is found in the 1959-1960 issue, 3 of the B. U. Bulletin. 
lBoston University Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No. 11, (1941-1942), 
p. 74 
2Ibid 
3soston Untversity Bulletig, Vol. XIX, No. 7, (1930-1931), 
p. 19 
Entrance to the program in 1928 necessitated a 
Master of Education or Master of Arts degree from a uni-
versity or college of standing, and satisfactory under-
graduate work of depth and breadth. A minimum of forty-
eight hours of course work was required for graduation, 
with one year of full-time residency. 1 
Admission to candidacy 
Since the inception of the program in 1929, 
admission to the doctoral program has required the pos-
session of a Master's degree. When the program began an 
applicant's probable success was judged from the record 
of his undergraduate work. The committee looked for it 
to be so grouped as to give both depth and breadth of 
view -- broad academic preparation, in addition to pro-
fessional studies. 2 One year later in 1931, in addition 
to undergraduate work showing depth and breadth, records 
(presumably both undergraduate and graduate) had to show 
ability to proceed with good promise of success in study 
3 for the doctor's degree. This continued until 1939 when 
it was stated that the records must "give evidence of 
ability to succeed in graduate work. u4 From 1941 through 
12 
!Boston Universi t)! Bulletin, Vol. XIX, No. 7 (1930-193l)p.l9 
2Boston Universit)! Bulletin, Vol. XIX, No. 7 (1930-193l)p.l8 
3Boston Universit)! Bulletin, Vol. XX, No. a, (1931-1932)p.l8 
4Boston Universit)! Bulletin, Vol. XXVI II, No. 19,(1939-1940), 
P• 58 
1959 applicants• records must "give evidence of ability 
to succeed in doctorate work." 1 
Experience in educati~n was not required until 
1935. 2 From then through 1938 one year's satisfactory 
experience in the field of education was needed,3 with 
the exception of superintendents and principals, who 
commencing in 1958 customarily needed three years' 
experience. 4 In 1959 experience was "generally" required, 
but in certain areas of study appropriate internship was 
accepted in lieu of experience. 5 
In 1938 it was stated that the candidate ".!!!ll 
be asked to take qualifying examinations prescribed by the 
Doctorate Committee."6 The next year the catalog stated 
that the qualifying examinations were required. 7 The 
doctoral minutes detail that the qualifying pre-doctorate 
examinations were: The Thorndike Intelligence Examina-
tion, the Ohio State Psychological, and a General Culture 
Examination.8 
lBoston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol.XXX,No.ll,(l941-1942),p.74 
2Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol.XXIV,No.6,(1935-1936),p.l9 
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3Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol.XLVII,No.8,(1958-1959),p.70 
4Ibid. 
5Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol.XLVII,No.8,(1958-1959),p.73 
6Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol.XXVII,No.l6,(1938-1939),p.56 
7 Boston Uni versi t~ Bulletin, Vol.XXVIII,No.l9,(1939-1940),p.59 
8Minutes of May 23, 1938, Vol. I, Doctorate Committee, Boston 
University School of Education (Typewritten). 
In 1941 the bases of selection by the Doctoral 
Committee were broadened and explained more in detail. A 
battery of tests was given to aid in determining the 
applicant's scholastic aptitude and general cultural back-
ground. In addition, the results of a general examination 
in four areas (history and philosophy of education, psy-
chology and methods, tests and measurement, and one area 
of professional education chosen by the applicant) were 
added to the former bases of selection or rejection. 
The doctoral minutes of March 20, 1944 indicate 
that the battery consisted of seven partsa 
1. Sullivan General Vocabulary Test 2 hours 
2. Educational Psychology 150 items l hour 
3. Educational Measurements 150 items 1 hour 
4. Guidance 
5. Administration 
6. Social Philosophy and 
History of Education 
7. Methods of Teaching 
150 items 1 hour 
150 items l hour 
150 items 1 hour 
150 items 1 hour 
In effect, the Sullivan Test was substituted 
for the General Culture and Psychological Examination 
required in 1938. 
Beginning in 1941, the applicant, in addition 
to submitting transcripts, recommendations and test 
results, had to satisfy the committee that he had such 
personality traits and general attitudes as seemed 
1Boston University Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No. 11, (1941-1942), 
P• 75 
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requisite to success in his professional field of choice. 
If these were satisfactory to the Doctoral Committee, the 
applicant was "encouraged."l 
Beginning in 1947 the pre-doctorate examina-
tions consisted of six one-hour examinations, a prelim-
inary aptitude (?) and a general cultural background 
examination (the Boston University General Association 
Test). 2 The aptitude examination was eliminated in 19553 
and the six one-hour examinations in 1959. 4 
In addition to the BUGAT, the Aptitude Test of 
15 
the Graduate Record Examination is now required of all doc-
toral applicants and an interview with three faculty mem-
bers in his area. This became effective September 1, 1959.5 
Advisory Committee 
At the inception of the program in 1930 and for 
six years following, the School endeavored "to guide a 
limited number of worthy students."6 Commencing in 1936, 
the Dean of the School met with the prospective candidate 
to "ascertain the candidate's major interest and probable 
1Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No. 11 (1941-1942) 
p. 76 
2Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol. XXXVI, No. 10 (1948-
1949) P• 41 
3Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol. XLIV, No. 7 (1955-1956) 
p. 64 
4aoston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol. XLVIII, No. 15 (1959-1960) 
5p. 73 
74 Ibid., P· 
6Boston Universit~ Bulletin, Vol. XVII I, No. 8 (1929-1930) 
P• 8 
field of work."l He then appointed a member of the 
faculty as the student•s advisor. The advisor was pri-
marily responsible for the student•s academic progress 
from enrollment to graduation, although the Dean 
appointed others to share the responsibility for giving 
and correcting special examinations. It was also the 
duty of the advisor to suggest to the candidate supple-
mentary graduate work, if necessary, even in other uni-
versities "when in his (the advisor•s) opinion, it is 
warranted in order to make a comprehensive and adequate 
programme.• 2 Changes in course work beginning in that 
year had to receive the approval of the advisor.3 It was 
the duty also of the advisor to report periodically to 
the Doctorate Committee on the candidate•s progress. 4 
Until 1941 the term "candidate" was used to 
describe an applicant who had passed the qualifying pre-
doctorate examinations and received faculty approval to 
commence doctoral studies. After 1941 applicants to the 
doctoral program were not considered to be candidates for 
the Doctor of Education degree until the proposal was 
accepted by the Doctoral Committee, and until an outline 
(Form A) of courses already taken, proposed to be taken, 
16 
lBoston University Bulletin, Vol.XXV,No.l9,(1936-l937),p.29 
2Boston Univer~i~ Bulletin, Vol.XXV,No.l9,(1936-l937),p.28 
~Boston Univer~ty Bulletin, Vol.XXV,No.l9,(1936-1937),p.29 
4Lbid. 
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tools of research, outline of the proposal, and schedule 
indicating approximate dates for major phases to be 
finished was approved and the Committee was fully satis-
fied with the applicant's plans, attitudes, capacities 
for independent study and research. Only then was the 
applicant admitted to candidacy. 
Since 1941 a committee of three, consisting of 
the major advisor and two additional faculty members, has 
been given the shared responsibility, after problem appro-
val, of guiding each candidate through the program to 
graduation. 
Course requirements and grades 
From the beginning of the program a minimum of 
forty-eight hours beyond the Master's degree was required 
for the Doctor of Education degree, of a high quality of 
work. 2 Since 1936 the faculty has specifically reserved 
the "right to withdraw any student in the program whose 
work proved disappointing." 3 This stipulation has been 
included each year up to and including 1959. 4 
The doctoral minutes of October 17, 1932 indi-
cate that no grades below B will be accepted as part of 
the requirements above the Master's degree, and that 
l Boston Universit:t Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No .11 (1941-1942) 
p. 77 
2Boston Universi t:t Bulletin, Vol. XIX, No.7 (1930-193l)p.l8 
3 Boston Universit:t Bulletin, Vol. XXV, No.l9 (1936-1937)p.31 
4Boston Universit:t Bulletin, Vol. XLVIII, No.l5 (1959-1960) 
p. 77 
grades of A are required in the major field of work. 
Since 1957, the candidates' grades have been 
consider<'d by th,_, D}ct:oral Committee at the end of thirty 
hours. If at least half were not of A or A caliber, the 
candidate was subject to termination. 1 
Since January 1, 1959 credits over six years 
old from the date of "encouragement" have not been counted 
toward the degree. 2 
Residence 
One year's full-time residence was required 
between the years 1930 and 1940. 3 From 1941 to 1959 it was 
held that the Committee may require one semester or one 
year's residence, if necessary to maintain requisite stan-
dards for doctorate work. 4 
Tools 
At the beginning of the program, candidates could 
choose to acquire either a reading knowledge of FrenGh and 
German as used in ordinary works of education, or facility 
in one of these languages plus six semester hours of 
1Minutes of October 23, 1957, Vol. 3, Doctorate Committee, 
Boston University School of Education (Typewritten). 
2Boston University Bullet_tn, Vol. XLVIII,No.l5,(1959-1960), 
p.74 
3Boston University Bulletin, Vol.XIX,No.7,(1930-193l),p.l8 
4 Boston University Bulletin, Vol.XXX,No.ll,(l94l-l942), 
P• 77 
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Educational Statistics. 1 In 1933 the language requirement 
was allowed to be waived upon decision of the candidate's 
committee, although the change was not referred to in the 
catalog. 2 
This requirement was revised so that during the 
years 1936-1940, the candidate could choose any two of 
the following: French, German, Advanced Educational Sta-
tistics.3 
In 1941, the Doctorate Committee deleted the 
language requiremaet and individualized the program by 
indicating 
"the tools of research requirement (shall) be set up 
for each candidate after he has filed in approved 
form a statement of his thesis problem and a general 
plan of course work and procedures for his entire 
doctorate study, and that the tools of research from 
each candidate be approved by the Committee on Doctor-
ate Study upon the r~commendation of the Advisory 
Committee of three." 
Examinations from candidacy to graduation 
From 1930 to 1936 a special circular on study 
for higher degrees was issued by the School of Education, 
presenting information regarding enrollment for the 
lBoston University Bulletin, Vol.XIX,No.7,(1930-193l),p.l9 
2Minutes of July 10, 1933, Vol.I, Doctorate Committee, 
Boston University School of Education (Typewritten) 
3Boston University Bulletin,Vol.XXV,No.l9,(1936-1937),p.30 
4Minutes of November 12, 1940, Vol.I, Doctorate Committee, 
Boston University School of Education (Typewritten). 
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Doctor's degree, dissertation, examinations, and fees.l 
The circular cannot be located at the present time, but 
it may have related to the type of examination required 
of candidates before graduation, inasmuch as reference 
to "examinations" followed the word "dissertation." 
Upon the completion of thirty semester hours, 
or one year of work, "preliminary" examinations were 
first given in 1936. The candidate could choose three of 
eight fields: history of education, educational psychology 
and measurement, principles and methods of teaching, admin-
istration and supervision, social bases of education, phil-
osophy of education, elementary education, and secondary 
education. 2 
The fields for the preliminary examination were 
expanded from eight to ten, with the addition in 194o 3of 
guidance and personnel, and commercial education. The 
candidate was given nine hours in which to complete the 
writing of the three examinations, which were usually 
given in three-hour blocks. 
In addition, a general examination was given 
after the completion of all course work, at least 48 hours, 
in order to test thoroughly the candidate's knowledge in 
his main field of work, and test comprehensively his grasp 
1Boston Universit:l Bulletin, Vol. XIX, No.7,(1930-193l),p.l9 
2Boston Universit:l Bulletin, Vol.XXV, No.l9,(1936-1937),p.30 
3Boston Universit:l Bulletin, Vol.XXIX,No.l5,(1940-194l),p.67 
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educational principles, issues, and practices. This was 
primarily a written examination, but could be followed by 
an oral. If the preliminary and general examinations were 
passed satisfactorily, they were followed by an oral 
examination on the dissertation. 1 
The general written examination was changed in 
1941 to a diagnostic examination and was given to the 
applicant before entrance to the program. 2 In the same 
year a comprehensive final examination was given at the 
end of 30 hours' course work, for the purpose of testing 
the candidate's grasp of theory and practice of education 
and also to provide a basis for guidance in his remaining 
course work. 3 From 1954 through 1959 the examination was 
to be taken at the end of forty hours. 4 The general 
written examinations include the field of specialization 
plus two related fields -- three separate examinations. 
When the candidate successfully completes the 
oral examination on the dissertation, the Faculty of the 
School of Education recommends to the President and the 
Trustees the conferring of the degree of Doctor of 
1 Boston University Bulletin, Vol. XXV, No. 19 (1936-1937) 
p. 31 
2 Boston University Bulletin, Vol. XXX, No. 11 (1941-1942) 
p. 75 
3Ibid., p. 77 
4 Boston University Bulletin, Vol. XLIII, No.9 (1954-1955) 
p. 64 
Education upon the candidate. 
A chart of deans and members of doctoral com-
mittees who have administered the doctoral program follow. 
Deans of the School of Education 
1922 - 1960 
Arthur Herbert Wilde 
Jesse B. Davis 
Donald D. Durrell 
J. Wendel Yeo 
w. Linwood Chase 
Max R. Goodson 
1922-1935 
1936-1945 
1945-1951 
1952-1954 
1955-1956 
1957-
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MEMBERS OF THE DOCTORAL COMMITTEE 
For the Academic Years September through August 
Arbuckle, Dugald s. 
Baker, James F. 
Billett, Roy 0. 
Blair, Herbert F. 
Brameld, Theodore N. 
Brooks, Earle A. 
Burch, Robert L. 
Chambers, J. Richard 
Chase, W, Linwood 
Cornell, Mrs. Erlene 
Crossley, B. Alice 
Davis, Dean Jesse B. 
Durost, Walter N. 
Durrell, Donald D. 
Eaton, Edward J. 
Bletcher, Mrs. Ruth 
Garry, Ralph J. 
Gear, Harold L. 
Gooch, Wilbur I. 
Gunn, M. Agnella 
Hanson, Whittier L. 
Harmon, John M. 
Hayes, Donn W~ 
Irwin, Leslie W, 
Isaksen, Henry L. 
Kingsley, Howard L. 
Kvaraceus, William C. 
Leavitt, Howard B. 
Lipp, Solomon 
Mahoney, John J. 
Makechnie, G. K. 
Miller,' Arthur G. 
Murphin, Mark 
Murphy, Albert T. 
Murphy, Helen A. 
Phillips, Gene D. 
Provonost, Wilbert L. 
Rarick, G. Lawrence 
Read, John G. 
Rogers, Frederick R. 
Rowe, John L. 
s - summer 
r - registrar 
58 
:.9 
X 
X 
y 
5 
XX 
X 
X 
r 
5 
s 
X 
X 
s 
5 
57 
!18 
XX 
X 
s 
X 
X 
X 
X 
r 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
56 55 54 
57 56 55 
X 
X X X 
XX X XX 
s 
X X X 
5 5 5 
X X X 
X XX X 
s 
s 
r r r 
X X X 
5 
y XY X 
X 
s 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
s 
53 52 51 50 49 
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X XX X X X 
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X X X 
X X X X X 
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48 47 46 45 44 43 
49 48 47 46 45 44 
X X 
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X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X X X 
X X X X 
X X X X X 
XX X X 5 
X X X X 
r r 
,, 
X X 
' 
X X X 
X X 
X X 
Sluder, Lester I. 
Spinney, Ernest R. 
Sullivan, Helen B. 
Syer, Henry W. 
Thompson, Clem W. 
Vaughan, Lilah M. 
Walke, Nelson S. 
Warren Worcester 
Weaver, J. Fred 
Wilde, Dean Arthur H. 
Wilson, Guy M. 
Wronski, Stanley P. 
Wylie, James A. 
Yeo, J. Wendell 
58 
59 
X 
X 
57 
58 
X 
s 
56 55 
57 56 
s s 
s 
s s 
s 
X 
s 
54 53 52 51 
55 54 53 52 
s 
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s 
s 
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s 
s s 
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51 50 49 48 47 46 45 44 
r r r r r 
's 
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"-
s 
XX X X X X X X X 
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Preview of the study 
Chapter I outlines the nature of the problem, 
the method of study, and a history of the doctoral pro-
gram at Boston University School of Education. 
A review of related literature on factors 
related to success in the doctoni program is set forth 
in Chapter II. 
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A questionnaire and data sheet were constructed 
and sent to graduates from the doctoral program request-
ing items of information and opinions from the graduates. 
Interviews were also conducted with a select number of 
these graduates, using an interview guide. A description 
of the materials used to obtain the data comprises the 
first part of Chapter III. How the data was collected, 
categorized, and compared ii detailed in the last part of 
Chapter III. 
This is not a prediction nor a correlation 
study. No attempt is made to indicate or analyze what 
relationships, if any, exist between the variables tested. 
Each variable is treated individually. 
Standard statistical procedures were used to 
compare the groups. The results of the statistical 
analysis are presented and analyzed in Chapter IV. 
A summary of the study, the conclusions based 
on the statistics, limitations of the study, and sugges-
tions for further research are presented in Chapter V. 
This chapter has included an introduction and 
general treatment of the problem. The following chapter 
surveys the related literature. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to review pre-
vious research and its implications on factors related to 
success in doctoral study. The review will include pre-
diction studies, factoral studies, and other literature 
concerned with personal factors affecting the completion 
of the degree. 
Kamml reports wide divergence in selection 
standards ranging from the extreme where little is done in 
the way of evaluation by a doctoral screening committee 
and each applicant is given an opportunity to prove him-
self on the one hand to very rigorous selection, such as 
that which is pre-requisite to enter Northwestern's new 
liberal program for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy. 
After admittance of a candidate to the doctoral program, 
a high degree of freedom and flexibility characterizes 
the remainder of the criteria. 
For the most part advanced graduate schools 
1 
R. B. Kamm, "A. c. P. A. Professional Standards 
Committee Studies Graduate Student Selection and Admission," 
Personnel and Guidance Journal, XXXII, {February, 1954). 
2L. B. Beach, "Freedom and Discipline in Graduate 
Programs," Journal of Higher Education, XXX, {March, 1959), 
p. 120. 
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regularly employ common standards such as academic ability, 
personal qualities, professional competence, and participa-
tion in professional and community affairs. The evaluation 
of the doctoral candidate in the light of these standards 
is the function of transcripts, test results, rating scales, 
interviews, and recommendations. 
Prediction Studies 
The latest prediction study on the doctoral level 
was Hughes• 1 in 1956. He sampled graduates from the Doctor 
of Education program of Denver University from 1950-1955, 
and tested seven variables against seven criteriaa first 
quarter grade point average, score on the IER Intelligence 
Scale CAVD, qualifying written examinations in major area 
age, quarters attended, institution previously attended, 
and achievement in written qualifying examinations in sup-
porting (minor) area versus total grade point average in 
the program, score on written comprehensives, and research 
ability total score (divided into rating on planning and 
designing the proposal, writing the dissertation, defense 
in the oral examination, and length of time taken to com-
plete the program. 
He found that the first-quarter Grade Point 
1Edwin M. Hughes, "Prediction of Students• Suc-
cess at the Doctoral Level" (unpublished doctoral disser-
tation, University of Denver, 1956). 
Average, the results of the CAVD, and the written qualify-
ing examination in the major field and in the supporting 
field, were all effective predictors of success at the .05 
level; that age was not a factor; neither was length of 
time taken to complete the program nor number of institu-
tions which the applicant had previously attended. He con-
cluded that no present predictor of success could be safely 
used to the exclusion of other predictors found significant 
in his study. 
The earlier study of Wright 1 at Harvard was con-
cerned with determining the relationship of certain cri-
teria to success in the doctoral program. He used as cri-
teria only information which was known to the Doctoral Com-
mittee at the time they acted on the applicant's admission 
request. 
Wright divided the 1054 applicants to the doctoral 
program from 1920 through July 1, 1949 into three groups, 
according to their "vote criterion," which defined success 
for each candidate by the attainment of major steps in the 
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program. Three groups making up the vote criterion included: 
applicants who left the doctoral program after one failure; 
applicants who received the degree but had one or more ear-
lier failures, and those applicants who received the degree 
lwilbur Wright, "Selection of Doctorate Candidates 
in the Harvard Graduate School of Education" (unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, Harvard University, 1953). 
but experienced no failures. 
The vote criterion was predicted at the .01 
level of confidence or better by six selection variables 
employed by Harvard Graduate School of Education, in this 
ordera grand total pre-admission graduate average, under-
graduate mathematics average, pre-admission Harvard Gradu-
ate School of Education average, the Thorndike CAVD level 
score, English composition undergraduate semester hours, 
and college graduation honors. 
Five additional selection variables predicted 
the vote criterion at the .05 level, in this order: Gradu-
ate Record Examination profile test social studies score, 
the CAVD total raw score, the principal undergraduate 
college, the CAVD arithmetic score, and the applicant's 
professional objective. 
Factoral Studies 
A study by Nelson1 on the selection of doctoral 
candidates at Teachers College, Columbia University, tested 
what entrance factors relied upon by the doctoral committee 
were effective predictors of success in the program. In 
!Arthur T. Nelson, "Investigation of Relative 
Predictive Value of the Factors Involved in Doctor of Edu-
cation Certification Policies in the Department of Educa-
tional Administration at Teachers College, Columbia Uni-
versity" (unpublished doctoral dissertation, Teachers Col-
lege, Columbia University, 1953). 
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that school each applicant before consideration of the 
doctorate committee is assigned to a temporary major 
advisor. The temporary advisor is the first to make a 
decision concerning the applicant's potential for doctor-
ate study. The applicant's score on a general examination 
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of four parts (verbal, information, English usage, and 
arithmetic) is evaluated by the doctoral committee together 
with his previous experience, previous marks, comprehensive 
record (1nclud1ng recommendations from three people acquainted 
with the applicant's record in teaching, research, and admin-
istration) and the individual ratings of professors on the 
faculty, one of whom must be outside the applicant's depart-
ment. The applicant is rated on such items as professional 
motivation, effective intelligence, scholarliness, ability 
to work with groups and individuals, leadership, stability, 
balance, and articulateness. In addition to the four-part 
general examination, a six-hour examination is administered 
to test the applicant's knowledge and ability to express 
himself. After the examination is written and coded, it is 
submitted to three different professors, and rated by them 
on a ten-point scale. The average rating is put on the 
applicant's profile chart for consideration by the doctoral 
committee. The last entrance requirement is a major field 
rating, where the professors in the applicant's major field 
rate his potential success as a student, and teacher or 
administrator. This judgment is expressed in a combined 
judgment rating. 
Early in his program and prior to admission to 
candidacy, the applicant chooses and completes an assign-
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ment for a professor which permits close critical appraisal 
and skills similar to those needed for the writing of a 
doctoral dissertation. On this project the applicant receives 
a Project Rating. 
Two of Nelson's positive findings are apropos here. 
He concluded that the two most adequate estimates of an appli-
cant's success in administration were the averages of recom-
mendations from persons outside of Teachers College (.52) 
and the applicant's Project Rating {.41). The best indica-
tors of individual success as a doctoral student were the 
Project Rating (.81) and total marks (.60). 
Nelson's findings on the adequacy of recommenda-
tions are contrary to the low esteem in which recommenda-
tions are generally held. 
Nelson concluded from his sample that years of 
administration or teaching experience were not good estimates 
of the candidate's success as a student. They received 
corelation coefficients of minus .12 and minus .16 respect-
ively. Success as a doctoral student, in his study, was 
based on a judgment of the quality of the work which the 
applicant demonstrated while completing the requirements of 
the degree. 
The Thorndike Intelligence Scale CAVD, used widely 
on the graduate level, was developed in the early twenties 
by E. L. Thorndike and his associates in the Division of 
Psychology of the Institute of Educational Research of 
Teachers College, Columbia University. Seventeen levels 
of difficulty were devised, A through Q in ascending order 
of difficulty, with M, N, 0, P and Q levels used commonly 
on the graduate level. The first task is completion, the 
second, arithmetic, the third vocabulary, and the last, 
ability to follow directions. 1 
Bruce2 studied the validity of the CAVD in pre-
dieting achievement of students at the doctoral level in 
Colorado State College of Education. All students (n = 93) 
matriculating on the doctoral level from June 1932 to 
August 1938 were given the IER Intelligence Scale CAVD 
levels M, N, 0, P, and Q, Form 4. He found, among other 
things, that this is a discriminating instrument for deter-
mining the range of abilities of graduate students on the 
doctoral level. 
Hughes• 3 prediction study indicated that the CAVD 
was an effective predictor of success but recommended that 
Denver University School of Education be cautious about 
admitting students whose CAVD scores were below 404. 
1Edward Thorndike et al., The Measurement of 
Intelligence, (New Yorka Bureau of Publications, Columbia 
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1927), p. 65. 
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2Lorraine Bruce, "A Study of the CAVD Intelligence 
Scale and its Results on the Doctoral Level at Colorado State 
College of Education." 
3Hughes, loc. cit. 
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The Graduate Record Examination, designed in 
1949, is used widely in screening for graduate schools, 
but no study of its predictive value at the doctoral level 
has been reported. Berelson reports that the consensus 
appears to be now that it is "useful only for the candi-
date from the unknown college, and then only marginally so."l 
In 1955 Hedges2 completed a broad study to compare 
personal, social and academic factors among doctoral candi-
dates, to explore reasons for the attrition of candidates, to 
examine the attitudes of some advanced graduates in regard to 
certain aspects of the doctoral program as they perceived it 
and experienced it in order to obtain their views on ways 
and means of improving the program, and lastly, to determine 
their present location, occupation and contribution to edu-
cation. 
A comparison of the Doctor of Philosophy group of 
graduates with the non-Doctor of Philosophy group who did 
not graduate, consisting of 456 subjects, showed the follow-
ing factors to be significant: personal factors of occupa-
tions of mothers of candidates, age of candidates at time 
of graduation from college, sex of candidates, and marital 
status at the time of admission to advanced graduate work; 
laernard Berelson, Graduate Education in the 
United States, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1960) 
p. 145. 
2William D. Hedges, "Doctoral Candidates at 
George Peabody College for Teachers." (unpublished doctoral 
dissertation George Peabody College for Teachers, 1955.) 
academic factors of rank in college graduation class, 
correlation between high school rank and college rank and 
correlation between college letter grade average and high 
school rank in class. 
More than six times as many mothers of the non-
Doctor of Philosophy group had an occupation other than 
housewife than was the case with the Doctor of Philosophy 
group, while a great proportion of candidates whose 
mothers had no occupation other than that of housewife 
graduated from the program. 
Approximately two-thirds of the graduates of the 
Doctor of Philosophy program were in the 20-29 age group at 
the time of college graduation, whereas the non-graduate 
group were graduated from college between ages 20.4 and 
31.4 years. 
While the majority of both groups studied were 
men, the proportion of men was higher in the graduate 
group than in the non-graduate group. 
A greater proportion of the graduates were mar-
ried at the time of admission, and a slightly lower pro-
portion of non-graduates were in the upper five per cent 
of their college graduating class. 
Should age be a factor in the selection of 
doctoral applicants? Is there an optimum age for obtain-
ing the degree? 
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"While the best interests of the doctorate 
cannot be served by permitting precocious youths 
of 20 to take the degree, there is, on the other 
hand, perhaps even greater danger to correct 
standards in encouraging well-meaning persons 
beyond middle life to apply for candidacy." 
This opinion Hunt 1 felt was justified because the attain-
ment of the degree made many heavy and arduous demands on 
the health and endurance of the candidate. 
The result of Hughes2 study is at variance with 
this opinion. Age was not a factor related to success and 
Hughes concluded that the School of Education was justified 
in disregarding age differences. 
Gold 3 in a study based on the results of a ques-
tionnaire sent to 253 recipients of Doctor of Education and 
Doctor of Philosophy degrees from 1941-1953 asked subjects 
in different age categories to state whether or not they 
would advise other persons of their own ages and of similar 
tastes and status to undertake the doctoral program. Four 
out of five of the youngest froup would advise others 
their age to undertake the program. This percentage held 
up through ages 40-44. The oldest age group, forty-five 
and up indicated the greatest reluctance to advise others 
of their age, tastes and status to attempt the program. 
!Rockwell D. Hunt, "The Doctor of Philosophy 
degree," School and Society, XXIII, (January 9, 1926), 
p. 34-37. 
2Edwin M. Hughes, Loc. Cit. 
3Douglas Gold, "Age and the Doctor's Degree in 
Education~ (unpublished doctoral dissertation Columbia 
University 1953). 
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In the same study respondents were asked to 
state the optimum amount of experience they believed a 
candidate should have before undertaking the degree. The 
mean of each age group increased as the age of the gradu-
ate queried became greater. The mean of the group of 
graduates in the "up to 29 years old" category was 2.7 
years experience desirable, and the "45 and up" group's 
mean optimum years of experience was 5.6. 
Nelson1 found that years of administrative or 
teaching experience was not related to applicants' success 
as students in the doctoral program. 
Strom2 studied the records, faculty ratings, 
responses to questionnaires by faculty, doctoral graduates 
and drop-outs and test results of 180 graduates and 180 
doctoral graduates. His figures disclosed an average of 
7.4 years experience in the graduating group. 
The mean age for graduates in his study was 35.4 
with a range from 24-57. 
Sex was not a significant factor in completion 
of the program, Strom concluded. 
The Bernreuter Personality Inventory was sent 
with the questionnaire to graduates and drop-outs, with 
lNelson, loc. cit. 
2Leonard E. Strom, "Factors Related to the Drop-
out of Doctoral Candidates at Teachers College, Columbia 
University," (unpublished doctoral dissertation Teachers 
College, Columbia University 1959). 
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48 per cent of the drop-outs responding and 69 per cent of 
the graduates. The differences between the groups on the 
basis of their responses were not significant, although 
the factor of introversion-extroversion came close to the 
significant level. 
Graduates and drop-outs were requested to respond 
to the contribution and attitude of the advisor and the 
major difficulties experienced in the program. The drop-
outs were, in addition, asked to list reasons for not com-
pleting the program. The faculty advisors were queried 
relative to the contribution of the advisee to his own suc-
cess, the attitude of the advisee as perceived by the 
advisor, the judgment of the advisor of the major diffi-
culties experienced by students in the program, and of 
those who did not complete, the reasons why the advisor 
felt the program was not completed. 
Of the many difficulties experienced, most cen-
tered around the dissertation, and includeda the problem 
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of getting committee approval on the proposal and disserta-
tion, clerical routine, ~aking revisions, and oral examina-
tions. The major difficulties were selecting a topic, doing 
the necessary research, and writing the project. 
The major reasons expressed by those who did not 
complete the program werea (1) time limits were up and 
candidates had to return to their positions, (2) it was 
found that the candidate could hold his present or new 
job without the degree {3) a decision to remain in second-
ary teaching rather than college, and {4) the candidate 
found an attractive job where the degree was unnecessary. 
Berelson1 in his study of the past, present, and 
future of graduate education in the United States asked 
graduate deans, graduate faculty, and recent degree recipi-
ents referring to their colleagues who did not finish, (but 
not the drop-outs) the most important reasons for attri-
tion at the doctoral level. Graduate deans considered lack 
of financial resources, lack of intellectual ability to do 
the work and lack of proper motivation, the three main 
reasons, in that order. The graduate faculty placed lack 
of intellectual ability first, with motivation factors 
second and lack of necessary physical or emotional stamina 
third. Recent recipients agreed. The two reasons rated 
lowest by all groups queried were that drop-outs found the 
degree wasn't necessary for what they wanted to do or they 
were disappointed in graduate study and quit. 
Berelson2 , commenting on the backgrounds of the 
graduate students in his sample concludesa 
"Graduate students these days are usually married. 
Of the 1957 recipients of the doctorate, over half were 
married when they began doctoral study, and three-
fourths when they finished." 
lserelson, op. cit. p. 169 
~bid., p. 134 
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The factor of adequate housing appears to be 
decreasingly important Berelson reported: 
"The traditional impression, incidentally, is 
that the living arrangements and social life of the 
graduate students make for malaise, unhappiness, 
psychological disturbance, etc. That was not par-
ticularly true for the recent recipients; on the 
whole, they were quite satisfied with their social 
life as graduate students. But, of course, they 
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are the doctoral candidates who made the grade. The 
others probably have more social and psychological 
difficulties with graduate study and the university ••• nl 
This view is in line with the findings of Frieden-
berg and Roth's study in 1954. 2 
Berelson's figures on the median years between 
entry upon graduate study and graduation indicated 5.2 years 
for education doctors as compared with 5.0 years for the 
total group. In decending order were arts and sciences, 
professional fields, physical sciences and biological 
sciences. In ascending order, with higher median years 
than education were the social sciences and the humanities. 
The years included in this measurement are "time 
elapsed" and not "time used" or "time taken." Perhaps a 
better measure is utilized when the time between entry upon 
graduate study and graduation are limited to and compressed 
into the full-time equivalent - how long the graduate spent 
in work directly involved in securing the degree. The 
1Ibid, p. 135 
2Edgar Friedenberg and J. s. Roth, Self-Percep-
tion in the University: A Stud of Successful and Unsuc-
cessful Graduate Students, Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1954) p. 91. 
figure for the field of education 2.8 median years now 
drops below the mean of the total group, 3.2. In fact 
the field of education is the lowest of the group of 
eight included. 1 The results of these comparisons imply 
that the length of time necessary to secure a doctor's 
degree is not primarily a problem of actual time, but of 
elapsed time. 
Two studies have been made of the Boston Univer-
sity General Association Test; one mainly on the graduate 
level, the other on the undergraduate level. Neither 
study included any doctoral applicants, candidates or 
graduates. 
Doctor Helen Sullivan, a co-author of the word 
association test, stated in her thesis2 that the test's 
effectiveness seemed to 
"relate more closely to success in academic 
subjects and practice teaching than the more com-
monly used methods of prediction." 
Robert Singer2 compared the scores on the BUGAT 
of 194 Boston University students w1th an intelligence 
measure - a score on a General Knowledge Test and students• 
lBerelson, op. cit. p. 159 
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2Helen B. Sullivan, "A New Means of Appraising the 
Qualifications of Prospective Teachers," {unpublished 
doctoral Dissertation, Harvard University, 1944) p. 150. 
3Robert E. Singer, "The Prognostic Efficiency of 
the Boston University General Association Test at the Gradu-
ate School Level," (unpublished master's thesis, Boston 
University 1950). 
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final examination marks in one of three subjects& Measure-
ment in Education, Measurement of Intelligence, and Elements 
of Statistics. The greater percentage of the subjects of 
the study were graduate students, with a few seniors from 
the undergraduate School of Education included. There were 
no doctoral students included. He found that the reliability 
between the two halves of lthe BUGAT was .90 for 194 cases; 
that the total BUGAT score correlated with the general 
knowledge test score .57 for 171 cases; that there was no 
significant correlation between the BUGAT and the final exam-
ination scores for 131 cases; and no significant correlation 
between the intelligence measure - the General Knowledge 
Test - and the final examination scores on 131 subjects. 
Singer concluded& 
"The BUGAT and all of its subareas are ineffect-
ive predictors of success at the graduate level of 
Boston University School of Education. Therefore, 
the use of the BUGAT is not warranted as a predic-
tive measure at this level."l 
The study was limited by the manner in which the 
sample was selected and by the criteria chosen against 
which to measure the effectiveness of the BUGAT. 
2 
Harris compared the grade point averages of 
231 students, males and females in the fields of Physical 
Education and Elementary Education at the undergraduate 
lrbid. 
2John P. Harris, "The Relationship between Edu-
cation Students' Achievement on the Boston University General 
Association Test and School Achievement," (unpublished Mas-
ter's thesis, Boston University School of Education, 1951). 
level, in a sample that included sophomores, juniors 
and seniors enrolled in the Boston University School of 
Education in 1950-1951, with their BUGAT scores. 
He found that the test as a whole and by parts, 
when used as a single predictor, was inferior to more com-
manly used predictors such as high school record, general 
achievement tests or intelligence tests. 
Other Studies 
The studies cited previously in this chapter 
comprise the recent prediction and factoral studies with 
doctoral applicants, candidates, or graduates as their 
subjects. 
Two studies have been completed recently dealing 
with the program of doctoral studies. Riddlesl surveyed 
the doctoral program at the University of Colorado, Clark2 
studied doctoral programs in schools of education in the 
United States. Saalbach3 reviewed current practices in the 
requirements for the Doctor of Education degree as did 
lwillard Riddles, "The Doctoral Program in Edu-
cation at the University of Colorado," (unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, University of Colorado, 1959). 
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2selby G. Clark, "A Study of the Doctoral Pro-
grams in Schools of Education in the United States," (unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, State College of Washington, 
1952). 
3Raymond c. Saalbach, •current Practices in the 
Requirements for the Doctor of Education Degree," (unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 
1952). 
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McPeake, 1 and Carter. 2 
A study made by the American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education3 reported on the results 
of a survey of 3375 recipients of a doctorate in educa-
tion and 92 institutions awarding doctorates in Educa-
tion during the period 1956-1958. 
It was found that only 1.5 per cent of the 
sample of graduates reported completion of work leading 
to a certificate of advanced standing; 4 that over half 
of the respondents indicated that proximity of the 
in~titution played an important part in their choice 
for advanced study;5 and that sixty-three per cent of 
the respondents indicated they chose the institution 
because of the reputation of individual faculty members.6 
1 Thomas E. McPeake, "The Development of the 
Doctor of Education Degree," (unpublished doctoral dis-
sertation, New York University, 1957). 
2Margaret c. Carter, "A Comparison of the doc-
toral requirements of 44 Institutions conferring both 
the degrees of Doctor of Philosophy in Education and 
Doctor of Education," {unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
University of New Mexico, 1956) 
3American Association of Colleges for Teacher 
Education. The Doctorate in Education. A Conference 
Report. Volume 3. Washingtona American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education. 1961. 
4 Ibid., p. 23 
5Ibid., p. 24 
6Ibid., p. 24 
Reasons most often given as factors influen-
cing the decision to pursue an advanced degree were: 
the advice or example of a former professor, the counsel-
ing of one's professional colleagues, and the influence 
of one's spouse. 1 
While eighty-seven per cent of the graduates 
in the study possessed prior educational experience, it 
was the conclusion of the researchers that kind and 
quality of the experience were more desirable and per-
2 tinent than mere length of experience. The graduates 
averaged about ten years of prior experience. 3 
The study concluded also, that a battery of 
tests, examinations, and interviews were preferable to 
dependence upon any single measuring device in screen-
ing applicants for admission. 4 
The ages of the candidates at graduation were 
found to be between forty and forty-one for the Ed. D. 
recipients. 5 
1 Ibid., P• 22 
2 Ibid., P• 38 
3 Ibid., P• 10 
4 Ibid., P• 41 
5 Ibid., P• 10 
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It was reported that only four of the insti-
tutions surveyed had made studies of the causes of drop-
outs, and that no nationwide survey had been undertaken. 
Four major problem areas were pointed up by graduates: 
finances, family problems, overloaded programs, and 
housing • 1 
Hundreds of studies have been made and are 
available to the researcher on factors related to success 
of applicants to the undergraduate school. Many studies 
have been made, particularly since 1945, of interest to 
the graduate school selecting candidates for the Master's 
degree. But hardly a good beginning has been made in 
research at the doctoral level. There is a crying need 
for a quantity of not only broad and general studies, 
but precise and highly-controlled specific studies. 
Attention might well be given also to the more subjective, 
non-parametric, case-study type of research at the 
doctoral level. 
l Ibid., p. 62 
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CHAPTER III 
MATERIALS AND PROCEDURES 
Materials 
Information which may be secured about a trait or 
characteristic of an applicant before admission to the doc-
toral program is termed a selection va~iable. These selec-
tion variables which could be identified as being observable 
at the time of encouragement or discouragement by the Doc-
toral Committee were classified under one rubric. Those 
variables which depended upon continuance in the program 
were abstracted on the basis of the applicant's status after 
encouragement by the Doctoral Committee. 
Materials for Group 1, 2 and 3 
Information as of the date the application was 
acted upon by the Doctoral Committee was obtained, insofar 
as possible and necessary, for each applicant in Group 1, 2 
and 3 and recorded on individual work cards. The twenty-
four factors considered werea undergraduate grade point 
average; graduate grade point average; score on the BUGAT; 
recommendations on scholarship in the field, probable sue-
cess in doctoral studies, character and personal integrity, 
emotional balance, professional promise, success as a tea-
cher, and ability to win the cooperation of others; age; sex; 
marital status; residence; experience; undergraduate school; 
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graduate school; undergraduate degree; graduate degree; 
author of Master's thesis; position; program from which 
accepted; department of Specialization on doctoral program; 
intention to study full-time or part-time. Information of 
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the following variables was recorded on the basis of the 
applicant's status after encouragement by the Doctoral Com-
mittee• staff member of Boston University School of Educa-
tion, number of advisors, advisor a member of the Doctoral 
Committee at time of proposal hearing, type of dissertation 
written, action on proposal, months between "encouraged" and 
problem hearing, and months between "encouraged" and graduated. 
The information for the undergraduate grade point 
average was taken from the applicanfs transcript or the sum-
mary sheet prepared by the Registrar's Office for the Doctoral 
Committee. Most of the grades were given in semester hours; 
those which were not were translated into semester hours. 
Grade point average was figured on a four point scale to 
three places beyond the decimal point, and rounded off to two 
places. Graduate grade point average was figured in the same 
manner. 
The Boston University General Association Test was 
prepared in two partsa A and B. Into six categories (Recre-
ational, Manual Arts, Scholastic, Scientific, Practical Arts, 
and Aesthetic), the applicant was to classify and assign 740 words. 
Recommendations were requested by the School of Edu-
cation in behalf of each applicant from up to eight people 
who had known the applicant in undergraduate or graduate 
school, or in employment. Usually, four recommendations 
were requested from academic professors, teachers or 
supervisors, and four from employing superintendents, 
principals and supervisors. 
Recommendations were recorded on each of the 
seven areas on a five-point scale as followsJ (1) very 
poor, (2) distinctly below average, (3) average, (4) 
distinctly above average, and (5) outstanding. If the 
person making the recommendation had had no opportunity 
to observe the applicant, and therefore could not rate 
his competency in one or more of the seven areas, this 
fact was noted by recording a zero (which was not 
included in the average}. 
The ratings on each recommendation were weighted 
and averaged. The divisions were carried out three 
places and rounded off to two. This method was followed 
in computing the average on each of the seven categories 
for each candidate. The ratings for each recommendation 
were then added together and averaged in order to obtain 
a "total recommendations" score. 
No attempt was made to compare the consistency 
or agreement of raters on recommendations given an appli-
cant. 
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The applicant's age at the time he was "encour-
aged" was determined by subtracting the date of birth from 
the date of encouragement. 
The sex of the applicant was recorded as male 
or female. 
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The applicant's marital status was recorded as 
follows: single, married, divorced or widowed. 
The applicant's residence was categorized with 
respect to its distance from Boston University as being 
within ten miles, within one hundred miles, within two 
hundred miles, or beyond two hundred miles. 
The experience of applicants in education, 
whether in a classroom, in administration, or in special 
services was recorded in five categories: from 0-5 years, 
6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years and 21 years and 
above. 
Information on ~odergraduate college anJ sradu-
ate college was classified as follows: graduated from 
Boston University School of Education, graduated fro~ 
Boston University (any other school), and other. 
The applicant's undergraduate degree was recorded 
and categorized as to whether it was a bachelor of science 
in a field other than education, (B. S. in ~atherr.atics~ etc.) 
an education degree (B. Ed., B.S. in Ed.), an arts Jegi'ee 
( P. n.. ) or o ·c i1 e r . 
1.- ~.A a fJ ~...~ l :·_ sa r. -t ' s :3::- a _-: u a·::~ degree ~v a s r e cor ;1 € ·:..: and 
categoriza~ as an education Jegree ( '. " ' •• 1 • ._a. or fJ;. s. in !:d.), 
a master of science in a field other than education, (~. s. 
in Chemistry), an arts degree (M. A. or M. A. in Teaching 
and ot;>er. 
Information as to whether the applicant had 
written a master's thesis or not was obtained from the 
application, the grade sheet, or from the applicant's file. 
Information on the application indicated the last 
position of the applicant. The information was categorized 
as teacher, administrator, special services in dducation 
other position in education, and not in education. 
Information was sought from various files and 
records on whether the applicant came to the doctoral pro-
gram directly from the Master's program, from the Certifi-
cate of Advanced Graduate Specialization program, or 
whether he had received his GAGS. 
The applicant indicated on his application in 
what department he intended to specialize on the doctoral 
level. Changes were occasionally made later by the appli-
cant, but in each case the application was amended to show 
the change. Twenty departments of doctoral specializa-
tions were recorded, and placed in six general areas: 
1. Administration and Supervision, both 
elementary and secondary 
2. Elementary iducation, not including 
supervision 
3. Guidance and Counseling 
4. Health Education, Physical Education, 
Recreation and Outdoor Education 
5. Secondary Education 
6. Other 
At the time of application the applicant indi-
cated whether he planned to pursue full-time studies or 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
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part-time studies. He may have changed his plans later, 
but the information was taken as of the time of applica-
tion. 
The names of all teaching fellows, research 
fellows, graduate assistants and instructors without doctoral 
degrees were taken from the catalogs of the School of Edu-
cation since 1931. Each person's name who was "encouraged" 
by the Doctoral Committee was compared with this list of 
staff members of the School of Education to determine whether 
or not the applicant served as a member of the staff. 
In each applicant's file was a letter indicating 
that he was either "discouraged" by the Committee or "encour-
aged." The letter of encouragement contained the name of 
the applicant's temporary advisor. When the applicant's 
Form A was approved, a major advisor and two committee members 
were appointed. If the major advisor was the same person as 
the temporary advisor, the applicant was deemed to have had 
one major advisor. If they were different, he was deemed to 
have had two. 
From the minutes of the meetings of the Doctoral 
Committee a list of faculty members who served on the Com-
mittee was made. Minutes of the meetings of the Doctoral 
Committee were not bound until 1955 and the manner of keep-
ing attendance and recording information was not uniform. 
The information reported was of membership in a given aca-
demic year. Membership during the summer was indicated by 
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2. A data sheet sent to sixty-six subjects of 
which fifty-four were in time for inclu-
sion. 
3. A personal interview of ten selected sub-
jects. 
4. Records of sixty-six subjects on three items. 
A questionnaire (Appendix B) was prepared which 
requested information on forty-one questions. It had face 
validity, and posed eighteen questions which could be 
answered "yes• or "no;" eleven questions on a five-point 
scale; six questions on a three-point scale; two that 
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required short answers either in words or a figure; and four 
open-ended questions to be answered in as much detail as the 
graduate wished. It was answered anonymously. 
The data sheet (Appendix C) was prepared to accom-
pany the questionnaire, requesting information on eleven 
items as of the time the applicant was "encouraged" by the 
Committee, and three items to be answered as of after encour-
agement in the program. It was also completed anonymously. 
Three additional variables were added to the com-
parison of the graduates and the non-graduates after the 
questionnaires and data sheets were returned. Information 
was taken from the files of all the graduates in Group 4 and 
Group 5 in the Registrar's Office of the School ot Education, 
relative to where the graduates received their Bachelor's 
degree, the type of Master's degree obtained, and where the 
Master's degree was received. This was done for the entire 
group of sixty-six and not merely for the fifty-four who 
returned questionnaires and data sheets, as there was no way 
of telling them apart. The data so drawn from the records 
was treated separately from the data elicited from the 
questionnaire and data sheet. 
The subjects comprising this portion of the study 
(Group 4 and Group 5) were selected as follows: 
1. The major advisor of each graduate since 1932 
was listed, together with the name of each candidate who 
received his degree under that major advisor's supervision. 
2. From these lists, each advisor was asked to 
designate graduates whom he considered "Least Promising'' 
and "Most Promising.• An over-all interpretation of 
promisi_rl_g was used. The criteria used as a basis of this 
judgment was not given to the major advisors involved. 
Each professor used whatever criteria he desired in choosing 
the "Least Promising" and "Most Promising.• 
The terms "Least Promising" and "Most Promising" 
are only relatively descriptive at best, for it is assumed 
that all graduates holding a doctor's degree are outstand-
ing and superior in many characteristics. On the other 
hand, even at this high level of accomplishment, indivicl-
ual variations and differences occur. 
Faculty members who had been major advisor to 
less than four graduates were not included in the study. 
Those who had been major advisor to 4-8 graduates desig-
nated one person in each category; those who had 9-13, two; 
14-18, three; 19-23, four; 24-28, five; 29-33, six; 34-38, 
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seven; and 39-43, eight. 
3. The foregoing ilformation was conveyed to the 
major advisors by letter dated April 30, 1960 (Appendix D) 
with the request that they .jesianatc--! t.ht~ propi:-'T rl'.tmLf>r nf 
graduates as to category and inform the writer's advisor 
of the names and designation of the graduates so selected. 
4, The names of the graduates were given to the 
writer without the designation of the group. The writer's 
major advisor, upon receiving the letters to the graduates, 
together with the envelopes, placed a questionnaire and data 
sheet in each envelope, according to the designation 
received from the graduate's major advisor. There were two 
sets of questionnaires and data sheets: one for those 
designated "Least Promising" and one for those designated 
''Most Promising.• The materials sent to Group 4 contained 
a slight variation known only to the writer 1 s major advisor 
from those sent to Group 5. By this means it was possible 
both to protect the anonymity of the graduates and provide 
a means of separating the returns of the two groups. 
The first letter was sent June 3, 1960, a follow-
up on June 28, 1960 and third letter on October 26, 1960. 
A total of eighteen major advisors could have 
contributed eighty names; however, four did not participate 
in any way. One major advisor designated candidates in the 
"Most Promising" category, but not in the "Least Promising.'' 
The total number of graduates who received the questionnaire 
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and data sheet was sixty-six. Fifty-four replies were 
received in time for the statistical analysis, representing 
eighty-one per cent of the total. Twenty-six were from 
Group 4, twenty-eight from Group 5. One reply was received 
too late for statistical treatment, but items of a qualita-
tive nature were included. 
5. From the list of graduates designated as 
aforesaid, the writer's major advisor selected ten names, 
equally divided between the two groups, as a basis for per-
sonal interviews. Using an interview guide (Appendix H) 
the writer interviewed the graduates. In order that pos-
sible personal bias might not affect the results, the gradu-
ates designation as to group was not known to the writer at 
the time of the interview. For the same reason, at the 
conclusion of each interview, the graduate's statements 
were read back to him, in order both to (1) check the accu-
racy of the writer's notes and (2) to improve the validity 
of the interview. When all the interviews were finished 
and written up, the group designation was indicated and 
comparisons made. 
Procedures 
The information from the records of Groups 1, 2, 
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and 3 were recorded on working cards (Appendix A). The infor-
mation was then categorized and recorded on coding sheets. 
Statistical Techniques 
The statistical operations were performed by IBM 
machines, with the exception of two chi-squares and one 
F-test. For discrete data, chi-squares were used. For 
continuous data, F-tests were employed. For all criteria, 
irrespective of statistical test put to service, differences 
not reaching the .05 level of significance were rejected as 
not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no significant relationship 
or observable differences was assumed and used as a basis 
for comparing the various groups on all variables. 
Co~parison of Group 1 versus Group 2 
A group of graduates (Group 1) were compared with 
a group of non-graduates (Group 2). Both groups had been 
"encouraged" by the Doctoral Committee mainly on the basis 
of four factors& 
1. Undergraduate grades 
2. Graduate grades 
3. Score on the BUGAT 
4. Recommendations in seven areas 
The graduates were first compared with the non-
graduates to see if there were significant differences 
between the groups on the four items mentioned in the pre-
ceding paragraph. If there had been significant differ-
ences, a co-variance procedure would have been employed. 
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This was not necessary, since there were no significant 
differences between the groups. 
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The graduates and the non-graduates were then 
compared with respect to twenty other variables on which 
both groups had information. The statistical techniques 
employed were two-by-two, two-by-three, two-by-four, two-by-
five and two-by-six chi-squares, and F-ratios. 
Comparison of Groups 1 and 2 versus 3 
The records of a group of applicants who had been 
"encouraged" (Group la encouraged and graduated, plus Group 
2a encouraged and not graduated) were compared with a group 
of applicants who had been "discouraged" (Group 3) to deter-
mine the relationship, if any, between the groups on the 
first four variables listed in paragraph one above. 
Comparison of Groups 4 and 5 
Group 4 (Graduated, and rated "Least Promising") 
and Group 5 (graduated, and rated "Most Promising") were 
statistically compared on the basis of information received 
from the questionnaire (Appendix B) and data sheet (Appendix 
C) together with three additional items obtained from the 
graduates' records (college from which Bachelor's degree was 
received, type of Master's degree, and type of college from 
which the Master's degree was received), to find additional 
factors related to success in the doctoral program. 
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The open-ended questions on the questionnaire, 
as well as the responses to questions in the interview, 
were reported qualitatively, analyzed, and wherever 
possible, categorized. Other answers from the ques-
tionnaires and data sheets were dealt with quantita-
tively, using chi-square and analysis of variance. 
This chapter has dealt with the materials 
which formed the sources of data for the study, together 
with procedures by which the data received were treated. 
The following chapter will detail the statistical 
results and implications of the data. 
CHAPTER IV 
STATISTICAL RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 
Comparison of Group 1 and Group 2 
There were four main factors upon which the Doc-
toral Comm1ttee based its decision to "encourage" or "dis-
courage" doctoral applicants, during the period of this 
study. The fourth factor, recommendations, had seven parts, 
making ten factors in all. They were1 
1. Undergraduate grades 
2. Graduate grades 
3. Score on the BUGAT 
4. Recommendations! 
a. Scholarship in the Field 
b. Probable Success in Doctoral Studies 
c. Character and Personal Integrity 
d. Emotional Balance 
e. Professional Promise 
f. Success as a Teacher 
g. Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others 
It was not known how effective these factors were 
in screening applicants to the doctoral program at Boston 
University School of Education. 
The subjects in both Group 1 and Group 2 were 
"encouraged" mainly on the basis of the above factors. Group 
1 graduated. Group 2 did not graduate, but discontinued at 
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various times after they were •encouraged•. The question 
asked was: Is there any significant difference between the 
graduates and the non-graduates on the basis of these ten 
factors? 
An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 2 
on undergraduate grade point average did not show a signifi-
cant difference. In fact, of the ten factors tested, this 
variable showed the least difference. 
Group 
TABLE 1 
Descriptive Data 
Undergraduate Grade Point Average 
N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev Ratio 
1. Graduates 110 2.90 .so 
.05 
2. Non-graduates 91 2.89 .52 
Level of 
Siqnificance 
Not Sig. 
Table 1 contains the descriptive data of the analy-
sis of variance. Table lA in Appendix I: shows the detail. 
The remainder of each analysis of variance table, 
showing the sum of squares, degrees of freedom and mean 
squares is found in Appendix H. 
Levels of confidence which did not reach the ,05 
level were considered not significant. 
Normally, undergraduate grades are among the best 
predictors of success in the Master's program, but this factor 
in this population was not related to success (as measured by 
graduation) in the doctoral program. 
It may be safely inferred that undergraduate grades, 
assuming that they were high enough to justify encouragement, 
do not discriminate between the applicants who will graduate 
and those who will not. 
An analysis of the dropouts from the doctoral pro-
gram would bo doubt show that some applicants transferred 
their credits and graduated from other universities, took 
positions which did not require a doctor's degree, etc. 
An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 2 
on graduate grade point average did not show a significant 
difference. 
Group 
1. Graduates 
TABLE 2 
Descriptive Data 
Graduate Grade Point Average 
N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev • Ratio 
110 3.55 • 35 
.19 
2. Non-graduates 91 3.57 .31 
Level of 
SiQnificance 
Not Sig. 
Some studies have indicated that ~raduate grades 
are among the best predictors of success in the doctoral 
program, but grades on the Master•s level were not related 
to success, as measured by graduation,for this population 
in the doctoral program at Boston University School of Edu-
cation. 
It would seem that graduate grades, assuming they 
were high enough to justify encouragement, do not differ-
entiate between the applicants who will graduate and those 
who will not. 
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An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 
2 on the Score on the Boston University General Association 
Test showed no significant difference. 
TABLE 3 
Descriptive Data 
Score on the BUGAT 
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Group N Mean Stand. F Level of 
Score Dev. Ratio Siani fica nee 
1. Graduates 110 589.36 43.5 
.62 Not Sig. 
2. Non-graduates 91 595.19 60.8 
The scores obtained by graduates and non-graduates 
were not significantly different.in this population. 
It is safe to infer that the score on this test 
will not indicate with any degree of confidence who will 
succeed in the doctoral program and who will not, assuming 
that the score is high enough to justify encouragement. 
An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 
2 on the recommendation "Scholarship in the Field" showed no 
significant difference. 
Group 
TABLE 4 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Scholarship in the Field 
N Mean Stand. F Level of 
Score Dev. Ratio Siqnificance 
1 • Graduates 110 4.28 .41 
.22 Not Sig. 
2. Non-graduates 91 4.25 .47 
The recommendations of professors and employers 
based on their knowledge and judgment of the subjects show 
no significant variability between the graduates and the 
non-graduates in this population. 
It can be inferred that this recommendation is not 
sufficient to discriminate between those applicants who will 
graduate and those who will not. 
As Table 1 and 2 show that neither the records of 
undergraduate grades nor graduate grades distinguish between 
the graduates and the non-graduates, Table 4 indicates that 
the judgment of the professors and employers as to the appli-
cants• scholarship in the field is also insufficient to 
separate the groups, assuming always that both grades and 
recommendations are high enough to warrant encouragement. 
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An analysis of variance on the recommendation 
"Probable Success in Doctoral Study" between Group 1 and 
Group 2 revealed no significant difference. 
TABLE 5 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Probable Success in Doctoral Study 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level of 
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Score Dev. Ratio Si_g_ni ficance 
1. Graduates 110 4.22 .43 
1.52 NotSig. 
2. Non-graduates 91 4.14 .48 
The combined judgment of the raters on this item 
did not discriminate between the graduates and the non-
graduates. 
This variable failed to distinguish in this popu-
lation those who graduated and those who did not, assuming 
that the rating was high enough to justify encouragement. 
An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 
2 revealed no significant difference on the Recommendation 
"Character and Personal Integrity." 
TABLE 6 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Character and Personal Integrity 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level of 
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Score Dev. Ratio Sianificance 
1. Graduates 110 4.69 .29 
3.59 Not 'Sig. 
2. Non-graduates 91 4.61 .27 
The difference between the groups wa$ greatest on 
this recommendation. The difference did not reach signifi-
cance at the .05 level (3.89) but approached it more closely 
than any other variable tested for significance. 
The recommendation "Character and Personal Integ-
rity" was not a basis for judgment in this populat1on between 
applicants as to whether they would graduate or not, assuming 
the rating was high enough to justify encouragement. 
It would appear that the rating on this variable 
comes close to indicating a significant difference between 
the groups. 
An analysis of variance between Group 1 and 
Group 2 on the recommendation "Emotional Balance" was 
not significant. 
1. 
2. 
TABLE 7 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Emotional Balance 
Group N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
Graduates 110 4.39 .43 
2.63 
Non-graduates 91 4.29 .39 
Level of 
Sia. 
Not sig. 
The judgment of the raters did not distinguish 
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between the graduates and the non-graduates of this popu-
lation. 
This variable, it may be inferred, does not 
denote probable success in this population in the doc-
toral program, assuming the rating was high enough to 
justify encouragement. 
An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 2 
on the recommendation "Professional Promise" did not show a 
significant difference. 
1. 
2. 
TABLE 8 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Professional Promise 
Group N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
Graduates 110 4.46 .35 
1.08 
Non-graduates 91 4.40 • 34 
Level of 
Significance 
Not Sig. 
The judgment of those who gave the recommendations 
was not sufficiently different in assessing the professional 
promise of subjects in the two groups to indicate that there 
was any difference between them. 
The recommendation of professors and employers on 
"Professional Promise• does not discriminate in this popula-
tion between the graduates and the non-graduates at a signi-
ficant level, assuming the rating was high enough to justify 
encouragement. 
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An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 
2 on the recommendation "Success in Teaching" is not 
significant. 
1. 
2. 
TABLE 9 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Success as a Teacher 
Group N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
Graduates 110 4.50 .45 
3.15 
Non-graduates 91 4.39 .43 
Level of 
S i Q ni fica nee 
Not Si g. 
The ratings given applicants by the raters were not 
significantly different between graduates and non-graduates in 
this population. 
It may be inferred that this variable was insufficient 
to indicate whether the subject would graduate or not, assuming 
that the rating was high enough to justify encouragement. 
The analysis of variance on the recommendation 
"Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others" was not signi-
ficant when Group 1 and Group 2 were compared on this 
variable. 
TABLE 10 
Descriptive Data 
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Recommendation - Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level of 
Score Dev • Ratio Sianificance 
1 • Graduates 110 4.45 • 46 
2.99 Not sig. 
2. Non-graduates 91 4.34 .43 
The ability to win the cooperation of others as 
rated by professors and employers was not significantly 
related to success in the program. 
This recommendation was insufficient in this 
population to distinguish between those applicants who 
graduated and those who did not, assuming the rating was 
high enough to justify encouragement. 
However, an analysis of variance on total rec-
ommendations was significant beyond the .05 level of 
confidence, with an F-ratio of 4.93. 
Summary 
An analysis of variance on each of these eleven 
factors indicates there was no significant difference on 
these variables between the group who were "encouraged" 
and graduated and the group who were "encouraged" and did 
not graduate, with the exception of total recommendations. 
Only this factor was able to discriminate between the groups. 
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Graduates and non-graduates were then compared 
as of the time of encouragement on the following varia-
bles. Chi-squares were utilized for all variables except 
1, 2, ~d 3, where analysis of variance was used. 
1. Age 
2. Experience 
3. Months between "encouraged" and proposal action 
4. Undergraduate degree 
5. Gnduate degree 
6. Undergraduate school 
7. Graduate school 
8. Sex 
9. Marital status 
10. Residence in relation to Boston University 
11. Author of Thesis on the Master's level 
12. Position 
13. Program from which accepted 
14. Full- or part-time study planned 
15. Department of Specialization 
The groups were compared on the following vari-
ables, which refer to the candidates' status after they 
were encouraged. 
16. Staff member of Boston University School 
of Education 
17. Number of Advisors (as explained on p. 52) 
18. Advisor a member of the Doctoral Committee 
at time of Proposal Hearing 
19. Type of dissertation 
20. Action on Proposal 
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An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 
2 on age at which the subjects were "encouraged" by the 
Doctoral Committee showed no significant difference between 
the groups. 
Group N 
1. Graduates 110 
2. Non-graduates 91 
TABLE 11 
Descriptive Data 
Age in Years 
Mean Stand. 
Score Dev. 
35.09 7.01 
34.65 6.88 
F Level of 
Ratio Sianificanc 
.20 Not 'Sig. 
The age of the applicant ~pon entrance to the pro-
gram was not a significant factor in his later success, as 
measured by graduation. 
e 
The ages of the group studied ranged from 20 to 59. 
There was only one subject in the 55 to 59 year old category. 
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An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 
2 on the variable of experience showed a significant differ-
ence between the groups. The graduates, as a group, had 
more experience in education than the non-graduates. 
Group 
TABLE 12 
Descriptive Data 
Experi~nce in Education 
1 n y_ears 
N Mean Stand. F Level of 
Score Dev. Ratio Significanc 
1. Graduates 110 9.37 7.35 
4.68 .05 
2. Non-graduates 91 7.26 6.17 
The amount of experience possessed by an applicant 
to the doctoral program at Boston University School of Edu-
cation was a factor related to success in the program. 
The 1nference may be drawn that the criterion of 
experience in education is capable of discriminating between 
those who will finish the doctoral program and those who 
will not. 
e 
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An analysis of variance between Group 1 and Group 2 
on months between "encouraged" and proposal action, showed 
no significant difference. 
TABLE 13 
Descriptive Data 
Months between "Encouraged" and Proposal Action 
Group N Mean Stand. F LE,vel of 
Score Dev. Ratio Significance 
Graduates 130 18.62 1.58 
Non-graduates 18 14.33 1.17 
1.22 Not Sig. 
The time which elapsed between the date of encourage-
ment and the time when the applicant's proposal was acted 
upon was not significantly different when the graduates were 
compared with the non-graduates. 
It may be inferred that the time taken between en-
trance to the program and action by the doctoral committee 
on the applicant's proposal was not related to success. 
Of the one hundred sixty-four subjects of the origi-
nal non-graduate group only 18 presented proposals for Doc-
toral Committee action. The lack of sufficient numbers in 
this comparison of Group 1 and Group 2 may contribute to this 
variable's lack of significance. 
TABLE 14.--Graduates and Non-graduates on the type of 
Undergraduate degree 
Type of degree Graduates Non-graduates Chi. 
N % N % 
Science degree 24 49 25 51 
Education degree 54 44 68 56 
Arts degree 8 53 7 47 
Sq. 
Other 44 41 63 59 1.37 
Undergraduate degree. A two-by-four table was 
set up in order to determine the relationship if any of 
the type of undergraduate degree earned by applicants to 
success in the doctoral program. When the data were 
analyzed, it was found that the type of undergraduate 
degree was not significant. The total chi-square for 
this comparison was 1.37, which was not significant. With 
an N of 293 and one degree of freedom, a chi-square of 
7.815 would have been necessary in order to establish sig-
nificance at the .05 level. 
The number of Bachelor of Science degrees in 
fields other than Education was nearly the same for each 
group. The cell frequency that contributed most to the 
total was that of the Education degrees: Bachelor of Edu-
cation or Bachelor of Science in Education. The number of 
Graduates and Non-graduates having an arts degree (B.A or 
BA in a subject matter field) were close, both number-wise 
and percentage-wise. 
In summary, the type of undergraduate degree 
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which applicants to the doctoral program possess was not 
a significant factor in their later success in the 
doctoral program. 
TABLE 15.--Graduates and Non-graduates on the type of 
Graduate degree 
Type of Graduates Non-graduates Chi. 
Graduate degree N % N % 
Education degree 91 47 103 53 
Master of Science 3 21 11 79 
Arts degree 34 44 43 56 
Sq. 
Other 2 40 3 60 3.50 
The difference between Group 1 and Group 2 is 
not significant. There is no relationship between the 
type of graduate degree possessed by applicants and sue-
cess in the doctoral program. 
It may not be inferred that an arts degree 
constitutes a better background for success in the doc-
toral program than an education degree, or vice versa. 
This comparison favors neither. 
The statistics imply that no weight should be 
given in assessing an applicant's promise of success in 
the program to the type of degree which he obtained at 
the Master's level, assuming that he is eligible for 
encouragement on the basis of the established criteria. 
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TABLE 16.--Graduates and Non-graduates on the type of 
Undergraduate school 
Type of Under- Graduates Non-graduates Chi. 
graduate school N % N % 
BU School of 
Education 19 49 20 51 
Other school 
in BU 5 45 6 55 
Not Boston 
Sq. 
University 105 43 138 57 • 42 
Undergraduate school. A two-by-three table was 
set up in order to determine the significance of the type 
of undergraduate school from which the applicants gradu-
ated. It was found that the type of undergraduate school 
from which the two groups graduated was not significant. 
The statistics indicated that graduation from 
Boston University School of Education or another school 
within the University was not a significant factor in 
success in the doctoral program at the School of Education. 
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TABLE 17.--Graduates and Non-graduates on the type of 
Graduate school 
Type of Graduates Non-graduates Chi. 
Graduate school N % N % 
BU School of 
Education 63 48 68 52 
Other school 
in BU 14 42 19 58 
Not Boston 
University 52 41 75 59 1. 39 
Sq. 
Graduate school. The obtained total chi-square 
of 1.39 was not significant. The null hypothesis of no 
relationship between the groups on this variable was 
retained. 
Whether an applicant to the doctoral program at 
Boston University School of Education graduated from the 
School of Education, another school in Boston University 
or outside of Boston University had no effect on his 
chances for success in the doctoral program at the School 
of Education. The applicant did not have a better chance 
of success by taking his doctoral studies at his Alma 
Mater. 
It may be concluded that in this population 
success in the doctoral program was not related to where 
the Master's degree was obtained. 
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TABLE lB.--Graduates and Non-graduates on Sex 
Sex Graduates Non-graduates Chi. Sq. 
N % N % 
Male 87 40 131 60 
Female 43 55 34 45 5.23 
Sex. The chi-square for this comparison is sig-
nificant at the .05 level of confidence. An analysis of 
the table indicated that a significantly higher proportion 
of women than men in this sample graduated. 
Education, until fairly recent years, has been 
considered a womants field, and this may have some bear-
ing on the results obtained. 
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TABLE 19.--Graduates and Non-graduates on Marital Status 
Marital status Graduates Non-graduates Chi. Sq. 
N % N % 
Married 64 54 54 46 
Single 53 77 16 23 
Widowed or 
Divorced 4 100 11.92 
Marital Status. A two-by-three chi-square table 
was constructed. A chi-square of 11.92 was obtained for 
this comparison. This was significant beyond the .01 
level of confidence. 
The null hypothesis was rejected. A significant 
relationship between success in the doctoral program and 
marital status was indicated. 
A greater proportion of single applicants gradu-
ated from the doctoral program than did married applicants. 
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TABLE 20.--Graduates and Non-graduates on Permanent Residence 
in relation to Boston University 
Permanent Graduates Non-graduates Chi. Sq. 
Residence N % N % 
Within 16 miles 
of BU 46 48 48 52 
Within 100 miles 
of BU 58 42 79 58 
Beyond 100 miles 
of BU 26 42 36 58 1.17 
Permanent Residence in relation to Boston Univer-
sity. A two-by-three chi-square table was constructed. 
The total chi-square for this comparison was 1.17. This 
was not significant. The null hypothesis of no relation-
ship between the applicant's permanent residence in rela-
tion to Boston University and his success in the doctoral 
program was accepted. 
The inference is that distance of the permanent 
home from Boston University has no effect on the appli-
cant's graduation from the doctoral program. 
TABLE 22.--Graduates and Non-graduates on 
position 
Position at time 
of encouragement 
Graduates 
N % 
Teacher 88 45 
Administrator 27 48 
Other in education 12 35 
Not education 3 50 
Non-graduates 
N % 
109 
29 
22 
3 
55 
52 
65 
50 
Chi-Sq. 
1.55 
Position at time of encouragement. The compari-
son of the graduates with the non-graduates on this vari-
able was not significant at the .05 level. In this com-
parison the null hypothesis of no relationship was 
retained. 
The type of position held by the applicant at 
the time he was "encouraged" by the Doctoral Committee had 
no relation to his success in the doctoral program at the 
School of Education. 
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TABLE 23.--Graduates and Non-graduates on 
program from which accepted 
Program from Graduates Non-graduates 
which accepted N % N % 
From Master's 
program 103 41 147 59 
From GAGS 
program 17 74 6 26 
Received GAGS 4 57 3 43 
Chi-Sq. 
9.62 
Program from which accepted. The total chi-
square of 9.62 was significant at the .01 level of confi-
dence. This would indicate that there was a highly signi-
ficant relationship on the groups tested between success 
in doctoral study and the program from which they were 
accepted. The null hypothesis of no relationship was 
rejected. 
A greater proportion of graduates than non-
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graduates transferred from the GAGS program to the doctoral 
program, as agiinst coming into the doctoral program from 
the Master's program. Inoother words, enrollment in or 
completion of the GAGS program was related to the appli-
cant's later success in the doctoral program. 
TABLE 24.--Graduates and Non-graduates on stated intention 
regarding full-time or part-time attendance 
Planned to be Graduates Non-graduates Chi-Sq. 
full- or part-
time student N % N % 
Full-time study 
planned 44 56 35 44 
Part-time study 
planned 84 40 128 60 5.40 
Full-time or part-time study planned. In order 
to be significant with one degree of freedom, the obtained 
chi-squares must be greater than 3.841 on the .05 level or 
greater than 6.635 on the .01 level. The obtained chi-
square of 5.40 was significant beyond the .05 level. 
There was a significant difference between the 
graduates and the non-graduates on whether they planned 
to do their doctoral work on a full-time or part-time 
basis. A significantly higher proportion of graduates 
planned doctoral studies as full-time students. 
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TABLE 25.--Graduates and Non-graduates on Department of 
Specialization 
Department of Graduates Non-graduates Chi-Sq. 
Specialization N % N % 
Administration 
and Supervision 24 36 42 64 
Elementary 
Education 26 63 15 37 
Guidance and 
Counseling 15 39 23 61 
Health: Physical 
Education: 
Recreation 21 57 16 43 
Secondary 
Education 17 33 35 67 
Other 25 44 32 56 13.29 
Department of Specialization. In order to be 
significant at the .05 level a two-by-six chi-square 
must show a result greater than 11.070. The comparison 
of graduates with non-graduates on the department of 
specialization yielded a significant difference. The 
Department of Specialization was a factor related to sue-
cess in the doctoral program. 
There was a smaller proportion of graduates 
than non-graduates in the fields of Administration and 
Supervision, Guidance and Counseling and Secondary Educa-
tion. There was a larger proportion of graduates than 
non-graduates in the fields of Elementary Education, and 
the combined fields of Health, Physical Education, and 
Recreation. 
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TABLE 26.--Graduates and Non-graduates on 
staff member of the School of Education 
Staff member Graduates Non-graduates Chi-Sq. 
of School 
of Education N % N % 
Yes 45 71 18 29 
No 85 36 147 63 22.93 
Staff member of the School of Education. In 
order to be significant a two-by-two chi-square must 
yield a result greater than 3.841 on the .05 level, or 
greater than 6.635 on the .01 level. The chi-square ob-
tained of 22.93 is significant beyond the .01 level. This 
would indicate that there was a highly significant rela-
tionship between success in the doctoral program and 
whether or not an applicant was a staff member of the 
School of Education. A great proportion of graduates 
were staff members, and a great proportion of non-gradu-
ates were not members of the staff of the School of Educa-
tion. 
The inference may be drawn that an applicant~s 
chances of success in the doctoral program are greatly 
increased by his being chosen an instructor, teaching 
fellow, research fellow or graduate assistant. The reason 
for this may be the result of the screening process by 
which the faculty and members of the faculty within the 
department of the applicantes specialization select those 
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applicants who will be asked to serve on the staff. 
Another reason may lie in the possibility that highly 
qualified students are selected for staff positions. 
TABLE 27.--Graduates and Non-graduates on number of 
advisors 
Number of Graduates Non-graduates Chi-Sq. 
advisors N % N % 
One 97 40 147 60 
Two 32 78 9 22 15.88 
Number of Advisors. A two-by-three table was set 
up in order to determine the significance of the number of 
major advisors which applicants had. It was found that the 
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number of advisors was significant beyond the .01 level. In 
order to reach the .01 level of significance a chi-square 
of 6.635 was required. A chi-square of 15.88 was obtained. 
This would indicate that there is a very high degree of 
relationship between success in the program and the number 
of advisors applicants have during the course of their 
programs. 
It must be borne in mind that if the major 
advisor was the same person as the temporary advisor, 
the applicant was deemed to have had one major advisor. 
If they were different, he was deemed to have had two. 
TABLE 28.--Graduates and Non-graduates on advisor a member 
of the Doctoral Committee at proposal hearing 
Advisor member of Graduates Non-graduates Chi. Sq. 
Doctoral Committee 
at proposal hearing N % N % 
Yes 25 64 14 36 
No 13 76 4 24 .36 
Advisor a member of the Doctoral Committee at 
Proposal hearing. A two-by-two table was set up in order 
to determine the level of significance of this variable. 
The total chi-square of .36 was not significant at the 
.05 level, which required a result of 3.841. The null 
hypothesis of no relationship was accepted. 
There was no relationship between success in 
the doctoral program and whether or not the applicant's 
advisor was a member of the Doctoral Committee at the 
time of the hearing on the proposal. 
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TABLE 29.--Graduates and Non-graduates on type of 
dissertation 
Type of Graduates Non-graduates Chi-Sq. 
dissertation N % N % 
Survey 47 96 2 04 
Experimental 31 91 3 09 
Test or 
Curriculum con-
struction 45 100 0 0 
Other 6 60 4 40 22.30 
Type of dissertation. A two-by-four table was 
set up in order to determine the level of significance of 
this variable. A two-by-four table requires a chi-square 
of 7.815 for significance at the .05 level, and 11.341 for 
significance at the .01 level of confidence. The chi-
square for this comparison is 22.30. This is significant 
at the .01 level of confidence and the null hypothesis of 
no relationship is rejected. 
It would appear that a very high degree of rela-
tionship exists between success in the program and the 
type of dissertation written by the candidate. It is 
felt however, that the small numbers of applicants in the 
second group, none of whom graduated, and few of whom had 
acceptable proposals, contaminate the chi-square to such 
an extent that the comp•rison is not valid and the result 
less than reliable. 
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TABLE 30.--Graduates and Non-graduates on 
action on proposal 
Action on proposal Graduates Non-graduates 
N % N % 
Accepted 114 89 14 11 
Revised 16 94 1 6 
Rejected 0 0 2 100 
Chi-Sq. 
15.88 
Action on proposal. A two-by-three table was 
set up in order to determine the level of significance 
of this variable. A two-by-t~ree table kequired a chi-
square of 5.991 for significance at the .05 level, and 
9.210 for significance at the .01 level of confidence. 
The chi-square for this comparison was 15.88. This was 
significant at the .01 level of confidence. 
It would appear that a very high degree of 
relationship existed between success in the program and 
the proposal action. It is felt, however, that the sm~ll 
numbers of the non-graduates makes the results unreliable. 
A very small proportion of graduates were 
obliged to return for a second hearing on a revised pro-
posal. 
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The months between the date of encouragement by 
the Doctoral Committee and graduation from the doctoral 
program were tabulated for the 130 graduates of Group 1, 
by subtracting the former date from the latter, and 
expressing the difference in months. The mean of the 
group was 48.33 months or approximately four years, with 
a range of twelve to 119 months between the date of encour-
agement and graduation from the program. The median was 
41.5 months with a standard deviation of 22.66 months, 
indicating that about sixty-eight per cent of the subjects 
were within one standard deviation of the mean, and took 
between twenty-five months and seventy-one months to 
complete the program. The modal interval was the twenty-
five to thirty-six month category. 
In summary, the comparison of the graduates 
with the non-graduates on the basis of twenty variables 
listed on page 72 indicated that nine were significant: 
Total recommendations. This variable was sig-
nificant at the .05 level of confidence. The graduate 
group on the average had higher total recommendations 
than did the non-graduates. 
Experience in education. This variable was sig-
nificant at the .05 level of confidence. The graduate 
group on the average had more experience than did the 
non-graduates. 
Sex. This variable was significant at the .05 
level of confidence. A significantly higher proportion of 
women than men graduated from the doctoral program. 
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Marital status. This variable was significant 
at the .01 level of confidence. A greater proportion of 
single applicants graduated than did married applicants. 
Program from which accepted. This variable was 
significant at the .01 level of confidence. A greater 
proportion of graduates than non-graduates transferred 
from the GAGS program to the doctoral program, as against 
coming into the doctoral program from the Master's 
program. 
Stated intention regarding full-time or part-
time attendance. This variable was significant at the .05 
level of confidence. A significantly higher proportion of 
graduates planned doctoral studies on a full-time basis 
than did the non-graduates. 
Department of specialization. This factor was 
significant at the .05 level of confidence. A smaller 
proportion of graduates than non-graduates specialized in 
the fields of Administration and Supervision, Guidance and 
Counseling, and Secondary Education. There was a larger 
proportion of graduates than non-graduates in the fields 
of Elementary Education, and the combined fields of Health, 
Physical Education, and Recreation. 
Staff member of the School of Education. This 
variable was significant at the .01 level of confidence. 
A greater proportion of the graduates than non-graduates 
were staff members of the School of Education. 
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Number of advisors. This variable was signifi-
cant at the .01 level of confidence. A greater proportion 
of graduates than non-graduates had two advisors. 
The two groups were not significantly different 
on the following variables& age, months between "encour-
aged" and proposal action, undergraduate degree, graduate 
degree, undergraduate school, graduate school, residence 
in relation to Boston University, author of a thesis on 
the Master's level, position, advisor a member of the 
Doctoral Committee at time of proposal hearing, type of 
dissertation or action on the proposal. 
Comparison of Groups 1 and 2 versus Group 3 
Group 1 and Group 2 {graduates and non-graduates) 
were then combined, as both groups had been "encouraged" by 
the Doctoral Committee. The "encouraged" group was then 
compared with the •discouraged" group {Group 3) to see what 
differences, if any, existed between the two groups on the 
basis of four variables& 
Undergraduate grades 
Graduate grades 
Score on the BUGAT 
Recommendations in seven areas 
Both groups had received Doctoral Committee action on the 
basis of these variables. They were compared by using the 
F-test. 
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An analysis of variance between Groups 1 and 2 
versus Group 3 ("encouraged" versus "discouraged") on 
undergraduate grade point average showed a significant 
difference. 
1 • 
2. 
TABLE 31 
Descriptive Data 
Undergraduate Grade Point Average 
Group N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
Encouraged 297 2.90 .51 
23.68 
Discouraged 96 2.60 .45 
Level 
of Si q. 
.01 
The difference in undergraduate grade point 
averages of the two groups was highly significant. An 
F-ratio of 23.68 was obtained when only 6.73 was 
required to give significance at the .01 level. 
The analysis of variance indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee used this criterion in the selection 
of applicants and was consistent in applying the under-
graduate grade point average criterion to applicants to 
the doctoral program included in this study. 
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An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
and the "discouraged" groups on graduate grade point aver-
age showed a significant difference. 
Group 
1. Encouraged 
2. Discouraged 
TABLE 32 
Descriptive Data 
Graduate Grade Point Average 
N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
201 3.56 .33 
68.19 
96 3.24 .27 
Level 
of Siq. 
.01 
The graduate grade point averages of the two 
groups were significantly different. 
The analysis of variance indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee was consistent in applying this cri-
terim to applicants in the doctoral program included in 
this study. 
An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
and "discouragedn groups on score on the Boston University 
General Association Test showed a significant difference. 
TABLE 33 
Descriptive Data 
Score on the BUGAT 
98 
,_ Group N Mean Stand. F Level 
-
of 
Score Dev. Ratio Si ani fica nee 
1. Encouraged 201 592.0 52.14 
40.47 .01 
2. Discouraged 96 547.6 63.42 
The difference between the groups was highly signi-
ficant. 
The analysis of variance on this criteri011 indicated, 
in this study, that the Doctoral Committee used this criteria 
effectively as a basis for determining who would be allowed 
to enter the program and who would not. 
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An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Scholarship in the Field" was significant. 
1. 
2. 
TABLE 34 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Scholarship in the Field 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level 
Score Dev. Ratio Siq. 
Encouraged 201 4.26 .44 
61.11 .01 
Discouraged 96 3.82 .49 
The analysis of variance between the groups 
showed a highly significant difference. It indicated 
of 
that the Doctoral Committee used this criterion and was 
consistent in applying this criterion to applicants to 
the doctoral program included in this study. 
Of all variables tested for these two groups, 
the Recommendation "Scholarship in the Field" produced 
the greatest F. 
An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Probable Success in Doctoral Study" showed a significant 
difference. 
TABLE 35 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation • Probable Success in Doctoral Study 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level of 
100 
Score Dev. Ratio Siqnificance 
1. Encouraged 201 4.19 .452 
59.63 .01 
2. Discouraged 96 3.72 .552 
The difference between the groups was highly 
significant. 
The analysis of variance on this criter.fun indi-
cated that it was applied consistently by the Doctoral Com-
mittee in the selection of doctoral candidates. 
An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Character and Personal Integrity" showed a significant 
difference. 
TABLE 36 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Character and Personal Integrity 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level 
Score Dev. Ratio of SiC!. 
1. Encouraged 201 4.66 .283 
30.07 .01 
2. Discouraged 96 4.43 .425 
The difference between the groups was highly 
si gni fica nt. 
The test on this variable indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee was consistent in applying this cri-
terion to applicants to the doctoral program. 
IOSTON UNIVERSIT't 
EDUCATION LIBRAR.~ 
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An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Emotional Balance"showed a significant difference. 
Group 
TABLE 37 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Emotional Balance 
N Mean Stand. F Level 
102 
Score Dev. Ratio of. Sio. 
1. Encouraged 201 4.34 .415 
12.90 .01 
2. Discouraged 96 4.15 .447 
The difference between the groups on this vari-
able was highly significant. 
The analysis of variance indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee was consistent in applying this cri-
te~n to applicants to the doctoral program. 
An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Professional Promise"showed a significant difference. 
1. 
2. 
TABLE 38 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Professional Promise 
Group N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
Encouraged 201 4.43 • 35 
65.56 
Discouraged 96 4.07 .39 
Level 
of Siq. 
.01 
The difference revealed on this criteria between 
the groups was highly significant. 
The analysis of variance indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee was consistent in applying this cri-
terion to applicants to the doctoral program. 
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An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Success as a Teacher" showed a significant difference. 
TABLE 39 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Success as a Teacher 
Group N Mean Stand. F 
Score Dev. Ratio 
1. Encouraged 201 4.45 .443 
33.30 
2. Discouraged 96 4.11 .520 
Level 
of Sia. 
.01 
The difference revealed between the groups was 
highly significant. 
The analysis of variance indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee was consistent in applying this cri-
terkm to applicants to the doctoral program. 
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An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the Recommendation 
"Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others" showed a signi-
ficant difference. 
TABLE 40 
Descriptive Data 
Recommendation - Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others 
Group N Mean Stand. F Level 
105 
Score Dev. Ratio of Sia. 
1. Encouraged 201 4.40 .448 
14.88 .01 
2. Discouraged 96 4.18 .473 
The difference between the two groups on this 
variable was highly significant. 
The analysis of variance indicated that the 
Doctoral Committee was consistent in applying this cri-
teri0n to applicants to the doctoral program. 
An analysis of variance between the "encouraged" 
group and the "discouraged" group on the average of total 
recommendations was highly significant beyond the .01 
level, showing an F-ratio of 67.15. 
Summary 
An analysis of variance between the group who 
were "encouraged" and the group who were "discouraged" by 
the doctoral committee on the basis of the foregoing eleven 
factors indicates that there was a significant difference 
on each of these variables. 
Comparison of Group 4 and Group 5 
Group 4, those graduates who had been classi-
fied as Least Promising by the major advisor, was com-
pared with Group 5, those graduates rated Most Promis"ng 
by the major advisor, on the bases of their responses to 
the questionnaire (appendix B) and the data sheet (appen-
dix C). The results are shown in the chi-square tables 
which follow. 
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TABLE 41.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
Age 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
8 
12 
6 
47 
50 
50 
age 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
9 
12 
6 
53 
50 
50 
Chi-Sq. 
.04 
~· The information on this variable as reported 
on the data sheets was asked for and received in five-year 
intervals. For statistical analysis the intervals were 
increased to ten years. Because the data was received in 
categories and not reported in actual years, a chi-square 
rather than an F-test was done. 
The age of the applicant at the time of "encour-
agement• was not a significant factor as related to the 
rating of the advisor in this population. 
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From this it may be inferred that the age of the 
applicant to the doctoral program can, within broad limits, 
be ignored, when assessing the general promise of the 
individual. 
TABLE 42.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
Sex 
Male 
Female 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
20 
6 
48 
52 
sex 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
22 
6 
50 
50 
Chi-Sq. 
.03 
Sex. The total chi-square for this comparison 
was not significant. The null hypothesis of no relation-
ship between the groups on this variable was retained. 
One factor related to the lack of significance 
in this comparison was the small number in each group and 
in the total group. 
The rating of the graduates by the major advis-
ors by which they were grouped is not related to age in 
this population. 
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TABLE 43.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
marital status 
Marital status Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-Sq. 
Least Promising Most Promising 
N % N % 
Single 9 47 10 53 
Married 17 52 16 48 
Widowed or 
Divorced 0 2 100 2.01 
Marital status. A two-by-three chi-square table 
was set up in order to determine the significance of the 
marital status of the graduates. The chi-square for this 
comparison was not significant. The null hypothesis of 
no relationship was retained. 
There was no relationship in this population 
between marital status and the rating by the advisors 
which formed the groups. 
In order to ascertain what effect, if any, 
the "O" and "2" had in the two-by-three chi-square it was 
refigured instead a two-by-two chi-square. The result 
was 3.23. This comparison was not significant. 
TABLE 44.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
permanent residence in relation to Boston University 
Permanent resi- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-Sq. 
dence in rela- Least Promising Most Promising 
tion to Boston 
University N % N % 
Within 4 27 11 73 
10 miles 
Within 
100 miles 15 68 7 32 
Beyond 
100 miles 6 38 10 62 7.03 
Permanent residence in relation to Boston Uni-
versity. A two-by-three chi-square table was constructed. 
A chi-square with one degree of freedom required total 
chi-squares of 5.991 on the .05 level of contidence and 
9.210 for the .01 level ot confidence. This comparison 
was signif1cant beyond the .05 level of confidence. 
The null hypothesis was not accepted. A signi-
ficant relationship exists between the rating by the major 
advisor and residence in relation to Boston University. 
A larger proportion of graduates rated Most 
Promising mainta1ned permanent residences with1n ten m1les 
or beyond one hundred m1les. It is possible that graduaces 
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whose permanent res1dence was beyond one hundred miles main-
tained temporary residence in proximity to Boston University. 
It may be inferred that students whose residences 
were beyond ten miles but within one hundred miles were the 
"commuters." This did seem to imply that commuters were rated 
Most Promising less frequently than those who did not commute. 
TABLE 45.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
Undergraduate degree 
Type of Under- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-Sq. 
graduate degree Least Promising Most Promising 
N % N % 
Bachelor of 4 27 11 73 
Science degree 
Education 12 50 12 50 
degree 
Arts degree 10 67 5 33 4.87 
Type of Undergraduate degree. The chi-square 
for this comparison was not significant, although it 
approached the .05 level of significance. 
There was no statistically significant relation-
ship between the degree of promise as assessed by the 
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major advisor and the type of undergraduate degree received. 
This seems to be contrary to generally-accepted 
opinions. Since it does approach significance, it may be 
of interest to note that a larger proportion of graduates 
holding the Bachelor of Science Undergraduate degree were 
rated Most Promising, whereas the larger proportion of 
graduates holding a bachelor of arts degree were rated 
Least Promising. There were an equal number in each 
group holding an education degree. 
Again, it must be emphasized that the differ-
ence was not statistically significant. 
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TABLE 46.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
author of a thesis 
Author of a Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
Master"s thesis Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Wrote a thesis 20 49 21 51 
Did not write a 
thesis 6 46 7 53 .02 
Author of a Master's thesis. The chi-square for 
the comparison of the two groups was not significant. The 
null hypothesis of no relationship was retained. 
There was no relationship between the Least 
Promising and Most Promising groups as to whether or not 
a thesis was written on the Master•s level. 
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TABLE 47.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
program from which accepted 
Program from which Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
accepted Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
From Masterrs 
program 25 48 27 52 
From GAGS 
program 0 0 1 100 
Received GAGS 1 100 0 0 
The number of graduates responding to this ques-
tion was not large enough to perform a valid statistical 
test; therefore, no conclusions can be drawn. 
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TABLE 48.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
position 
Position Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Teacher 20 63 12 37 
Administrator in 
education 5 36 9 64 
Other 1 14 6 86 6.70 
Position. The chi-square for the comparison of 
the two groups on this variable was significant at the 
.05 level. The null hypothesis of no relationship was 
rejected. 
A larger proportion of graduates rated Least 
Promising were teachers at the time of encouragement. A 
larger proportion of graduates rated Most Promising were 
administrators in education or held other positions at 
the time they were "encouraged" by the Doctoral Committee. 
TABLE 49.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
experience 
Experience Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
0-5 years 6 38 10 62 
6-10 years 8 50 8 50 
11-15 years 5 63 3 37 
16-20 years 3 33 6 67 
Over 20 4 80 1 20 4.23 
Experience in education. The chi-square for the 
comparison of the two groups on this variable was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship was 
not rejected. 
No significant relationship exists between the 
designation of graduates by their advisors and the number 
of years of experience. 
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TABLE 50.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
type of student attendance 
Type of student Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
attendance Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Full-time 
only 3 21 11 79 
Part-time 
only 11 52 10 48 
Both 11 41 5 59 6.80 
Student attendance. The difference between the 
two groups on this factor was significant at the .05 
level. The null hypothesis of no relationship was tested 
and rejected. 
It was significant that the greater proportion 
of graduates rated "Most Promising" attended full-time. 
It may be inferred that whether the graduates 
took all full-time work, all part-time work, or some of 
each, was significantly related to the ratings of the 
major advisors as to the level of promise of the gradu-
ates. 
As contrasted with Table 24 on page 86 com-
paring graduates and non-graduates where type of planned 
attendance is given, Table 50 sets forth actual attend-
ance of the group rated Least Promising as compared with 
the group rated Most Promising. 
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An analysis of variance indicated that there 
was no significant difference between the group of 
graduates rated dLeast Promising" and the group rated 
"Most Promising" on the variable of total length of 
time in semesters which was taken to complete the pro-
gram. 
TABLE 51.--Descriptive data total number of semesters 
taken to complete program 
Group rated N Mean Stand. F Level 
Score Dev. Ratio of Sig 
Least 
Promising 19 6.80 3.23 
Most 
Promising 19 5.68 2.85 3.33 Not Sig. 
The difference between the two groups on this 
variable was not significant. 
The total number of semesters taken to com-
plete the program was not related to the ratings of the 
major advisors as to level of promise of the graduates, 
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TABLE 52.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
staff member of the School of.Education 
Staff member of Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
the School of Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
Education N % N % 
Yes 7 32 15 68 
No 19 59 13 41 2.94 
Staff member of the School of Education. The 
difference between the two groups on this factor was not 
significant. The null hypothesis was retained. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisor as to level of promise 
and whether or not they were staff members of the School 
of Education. 
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TABLE 53.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
type of dissertation 
Type of Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
dissertation Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Survey 11 50 11 50 
Experimental 6 50 6 50 
Test or 
Curriculum Const. 7 41 10 59 
Other 2 67 1 33 .79 
118 
Type of dissertation. The difference between the 
group rated Least Promising and the group rated Most Prom-
ising on this variable was not significant at the .05 
level. In this comparison the null hypothesis of no rela-
tionship was retained. 
The type of dissertation written by the graduate 
had no relation to the rating by the major advisor as to 
the level of promise of the graduates. 
TABLE 54.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on 
department of specialization 
Department of Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
specialization Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Administration 
and super. 4 80 1 20 
Elementary 
education 4 36 7 64 
Guidance and 
counsel 6 50 6 50 
Other 9 53 8 47 4.52 
Department of specialization. The difference 
between the two groups on this factor was not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship was retained. 
The department of specialization had no rela-
tionship to the rating by the major advisor as to the 
level of promise of the graduates. 
It was not expected that this factor would 
show a significant difference, as the advisors returned 
an equal number of names in each category. 
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TABLE 55.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question:l:Were you especially encouraged 
to start doctoral studies by a member of the faculty at 
Boston University? 
Encouragement by Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
a member of the Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
faculty N % N % 
Yes 17 47 19 53 
No 9 50 9 50 .01 
Encouragement by a member of the faculty. The 
difference between the two groups on this factor was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship was 
retained. 
Whether or not a graduate was encouraged by a 
member of the faculty to undertake doctoral studies had 
no relationship to the rating by the major advisor as to 
the level of promise of the graduate. 
It may be inferred that encouragement to start 
doctoral studies by a member of the faculty of Boston 
University was made as frequently to students rated 
Least Promising as to students rated Most Promising. 
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TABLE 56.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 2: Were offers of scholarships, 
fellowships, assistantships, or stipends made to you? 
Offered scholar- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ships, fellow- Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
ships, assistant- N % N % 
ships or stipends 
Yes 11 38 18 62 
No 15 60 10 40 1.81 
Offers of scholarships. etc. The difference 
between the two groups on this factor is not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship was retained. 
Whether or not offers of scholarships, fellow-
ships, assistantships, or stipends were made had no rela-
tionship to the rating by the major advisor as to the 
level of promise of the graduates. 
It may be inferred that the offers of scholar-
ships, fellowships, assistantships, or stipends are made 
as frequently to students rated Least Promising as to 
students rated Most Promising. 
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TABLE 57.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 3a Were offers of scholarships, 
fellowships, assistantships, or stipends the deciding factor 
in your choice? 
Offer of scholar- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ships, etc. the Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
deciding factor N .% N .% 
Yes 5 36 9 64 
No 8 47 9 53 .07 
Offers of scholarships. fellowships, assistant-
ships, or stipends the deciding factor. The difference 
between the two groups on this factor was not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship was retained. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of pro-
mise of the graduates and whether or not the offers of 
scholarships, fellowships, assistantships, or stipends 
were the deciding factor in their decision to do graduate 
work at Boston University School of Education. 
It may be inferred that offers of scholarships, 
fellowships, assistantships, or stipends are no more fre-
quently the deciding factor in the case of students rated 
Least Promising than in the case of students rated Most 
Promising. 
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TABLE 58.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 4: Were housing conditions 
generally satisfactory? 
Housing Sat is- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
factory Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Yes 22 44 28 56 
No 3 100 0 0 1.67 
Housing satisfactory. The difference between 
two groups on this factor was not significant. The null 
hypothesis of no relationship was retained. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of 
promise of the graduates and whether housing conditions 
were generally satisfactory. 
The inference may be drawn that housing was not 
a factor which distinguished between the groups. 
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TABLE 59.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 5a In your opinion, were your 
finances upon entrance to the program adequate for the 
expected duration of your studies? 
Adequate Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
finances Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Yes 20 49 21 51 
No 6 46 7 54 .02 
Adequate finances. The difference between the two 
groups on this factor was not significant. The null hypo-
thesis of no relationship was retained. 
Whether the graduates' finances upon entrance to 
the program were adequate for the expected duration of 
studies or not was of no significance so far as the rating 
of the major advisor as to the level of promise was con-
cerned. 
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TABLE 60.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 6: Did your financial status 
change materially during the program? 
Financial status Graduates rated Graduates ratec Chi-
change materially Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
during the program N % N % 
Yes 9 64 5 36 
No 17 43 23 57 1.20 
Financial status change materially during the 
program. The difference between the two groups on this 
factor was not significant. The null hypothesis of no 
relationship was retained. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisor as to the level of pro-
mise of the graduates and whether their financial status 
changed materially during the program. 
The inference may be drawn that the material 
change of financial status, if any, was not related to 
the level of promise as assessed by the major advisor. 
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TABLE 61.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 7: Did this change of financial 
status necessitate changes in your program or work? 
Change in fi nan- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
cial status Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
affect program N % N % 
Yes 2 67 1 33 
No 8 57 6 43 
The total number of students who answered the 
previous question wyes" was 14. Obviously, three gradu-
ates who answered question 6 negatively responded to this 
question. Because of this and the small number no com-
parison was made on the basis of these responses. 
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TABLE 62.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 8: Did you receive scholarships 
or loans? 
Receive scholar- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ships or loans Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Yes 5 42 7 58 
No 20 49 21 51 .01 
Receive scholarships or loans, The comparison of 
the two groups on this factor revealed that the differences 
between the groups were not significant. The null hypothe-
sis of no relationship was not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between the 
rating of the major advisor as to the level of promise of 
the graduates and whether or not they received scholarships 
or loans. 
The inference may be drawn that the receipt of 
scholarships or loans was not a factor which distinguished 
between the two groups. 
TABLE 63.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 9a Was your health good upon 
entrance to the program? 
Health good upon Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
entrance upon Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
program N % N % 
Yes 26 28 
No 0 0 
The responses of the graduates to this question 
were unanimously affirmative; therefore, no statistical 
test was performed. 
TABLE 64.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question lOa Did it (your health) remain 
so (good) during your period of study? 
Health remain Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
good during Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
period of study N % N % 
Yes 25 49 26 51 
No 1 33 2 66 .oo 
Health remain good during period of study. The 
comparison of the two groups on this factor revealed that 
the differences between the groups were not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship was tested and 
accepted. 
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There was no significant relationship between 
the rating of the major advisors as to the level of 
promise of the graduates and whether their health remained 
good during the period of study. 
TABLE 65.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 11: Did environmental factors 
such as births, deaths, or serious illness within your 
immediate family affect your program? 
Environmental Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
factors Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
affect program N % N % 
Yes 2 3 4 66 
No 24 50 24 50 .11 
Environmental factors affect program. The com-
parison of the two groups on this factor revealed that the 
differences between the groups were not significant. The 
null hypothesis of no relationship was tested and accepted. 
There was no relationship between the rating of 
the major advisor as to the level of promise oft be gradu-
ates and whether or not environmental factors affected 
their programs. 
It may be inferred that environmental factors 
such as births, deaths, or serious illnesses within the 
immediate family were not a factor which distinguished 
between the groups. 
TABLE 66.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 12: Was your advisor chosen by 
you, rather than being assigned without reference to your 
choice? 
Advisor chosen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
by candidate Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Yes 15 41 22 59 
No 11 65 6 35 1.84 
Advisor chosen by graduate. The comparison of 
the two groups on this factor revealed that the differ-
ences between the groups were not significant. The null 
hypothesis of no relationship was tested and accepted. 
There was no relationship between the ratings 
of the major advisors as to the level of promise of the 
graduates and whether they chose their advisor. 
It may be inferred that the choice of the 
advisor by the graduate was not a factor which distin-
guished between the groups. 
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If the graduates chose their own major advisor, 
rather than having him assigned without reference to their 
choice, they were asked in question 13 upon what basis the 
choice was made. The group rated "Least Promising" gave 
the following answers: 
Interest 
Advisor's 
qualifi-
cations 
Nature of 
the study 
It was just a mutual agreement. We 
had many common interests. 
Interest 
Upon the basis of similarity of 
professional interests 
Continuing professional relationship 
Only man on staff with measurement 
proclivities 
His outstanding position in the 
field in which I wanted to study 
Best qualified in the area of 
exploration 
Competence in the field 
Specialist in educational adminis-
tration, and was valuable in my 
work 
Major professor in area of study, 
and the one who got the fellow-
ship for me 
Nature of study and interest 
Liked testing 
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The graduates who had been rated as "Most Prom-
ising" responded to the question as follows: 
Interest 
Advisor's 
qualifi-
cations 
Nature of 
the study 
Previous 
acquaint-
ance of 
advisor 
His field of interest 
Mutual interest in industrial arts 
research area 
Area of interest 
Reputation for superiority 
National reputation 
My advisor had and has a national 
reputation in the field of my 
interest. 
I wanted in particular to study 
under (named faculty member). 
Selected the person who was most 
directly concerned with my 
"major" area of professional 
preparation. 
As elementary education specialist 
in my major academic field 
Had directed other studies made at 
Boston University in my field, 
and was a director of a project 
to which my study was related 
I wanted to major in measurement and 
research. 
He advised me through my Master's 
work. 
Previous acquaintance on Master's 
level 
Previous work on Master's program 
I had worked with him for my Master's 
degree and was asked to do doctoral 
work at the end of 15 hours on the 
Master's program. 
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Other 
I worked quite closely with (advisor) 
from (date) when I first began 
work on the Ed. M. 
Recommended to me 
Conference with advisor 
Asked person I wanted if he would be 
willing to be my advisor 
He encouraged me to come to Boston 
University to do my work 
Upon my request and the willingness 
of my advisor to accept me 
Mutual agreement 
A comparison of the responses of the group of 
graduates rated "Least Promising" and "Most Promising," 
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indicated that their advisors were chosen rather uniformly 
on the bases of mutual interests, on the advisor's eminent 
qualifications, and on the basis of the nature of the 
study undertaken by the graduate. 
In addition, the group of graduates rated "Most 
Promising" more often chose their advisors either because 
of previous acquaintance with them, or because the advisor 
chosen at the doctoral level had served in a similar 
capacity on the Master•s level. 
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TABLE 67.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 14{a): Was your advisor changed 
during your program? 
Change of Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
advisor Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Yes 7 64 4 36 
No 18 43 24 57 .79 
Change of advisor. The chi-square for this com-
parison was not significant. The null hypothesis of no 
relationship between the groups on this variable was 
retained. 
No significant relationship exists between the 
ratings of the major advisors as to the level of promise 
of the graduates and whether or not their advisors were 
changed. 
The inference may be drawn that a change of 
advisor was not a factor which distinguished between the 
two groups. 
-TABLE 68.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 14(b): If yes (advisor changed) 
how many times? 
Number of times Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
advisor changed Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Once 6 60 4 40 
Twice 2 100 0 
The number of graduates responding to this ques-
tion was not large enough to perform a valid statistical 
test; therefore, no conclusions can be drawn. 
TABLE 69.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 14(c): How was your advisor 
changed? 
How advisor Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
was changed Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Administrative 
action 3 60 2 40 
Graduate's 
request 2 100 0 0 
Advisor's 
request 2 50 2 100 
The number of graduates responding to this ques-
tion was not large enough to perform a valid statistical 
test; therefore, no conclusions can be drawn. 
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TABLE 70.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 15: Did you feel your advisor 
was always available, usually available, occasionally 
available, seldom available, usually unavailable? 
Availability 
of advisor 
Always avail-
able or usu-
ally available 
Occasionally 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
21 46 
available, sel-
dom available 
or usually 
unavailable 5 63 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
25 54 
3 37 
Chi-
Sq. 
.25 
Availability of advisor. The ~hi-square for the 
comparison of the two groups was not significant. The null 
hypothesis of no relationship was retained. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of prom-
ise of the graduates and the degree to which they felt 
their advisors were available. 
The inference may be drawn that the degree to 
which the graduates felt their advisors were available was 
not a factor which distinguished between the two groups. 
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TABLE 71.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 16: Did you feel your advisor 
was sensitive to your needs and feelings? 
Sensitivity of Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
advisor to needs Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
and feelings N % N % 
Always or 
usually 
sensitive 21 46 25 54 
Occasionally 
.03 sensitive, 
seldom or 
rarely 
sensitive 4 57 3 43 
Sensitivity of advisor. The chi-square for the 
comparison of the two groups was not significant. The 
null hypothesis of no relationship was tested and accepted. 
There was no significant relationship between the 
ratings of the major advisors as to the level of promise of 
the graduates and the degree to which they felt their 
advisors were sensitive to their needs and feelings. 
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TABLE 72.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 17: Did you feel your advisor 
was highly competent, quite competent, incompetent? 
Competence Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
of advisor Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Highly compe-
tent or quite 
competent 23 47 26 53 
Incompetent 2 50 2 50 .16 
Competence of advisor. The chi-square for the 
comparison of the two groups was not significant. The 
null hypothesis of no relationship was not rejected. 
There was no relationship between the group 
rated Least Promising and the group rated Most Promising 
as to how competent they felt their advisor to be. 
It may be inferred, therefore, that the compe-
tence of the advisor, as perceived by the advisee, was 
not related to the advisers' ratings of the advisees in 
this group of graduates. 
TABLE 73.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 18: Was your academic progress 
generally satisfactory to you? 
Academic progress Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
generally sa tis- Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
factory to gradu- N % N % 
ate 
Yes 22 45 27 55 
No 3 100 0 0 1.59 
Academic progress generally satisfactory. The 
chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship was 
not rejected. 
There was no relationship between the group 
rated Least Promising and the group rated Most Promising 
as to their satisfaction, or lack of satisfaction, with 
their academic progress. 
The inference may be made that the graduates' 
assessment of their academic progress was not related 
to the rating of the advisors as to the graduates' level 
of promise. 
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TABLE 74.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 19: Did you feel that the qual-
ity of the content of your courses was highly satisfactory, 
generally satisfactory, good, somewhat unsatisfactory, poor? 
Quality of 
~ourse content 
Highly or 
generally 
satisfactory 
Good 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
18 43 
4 80 
Somewhat unsat-
isfactory, or 
poor 4 57 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
24 57 
1 20 
3 43 
Chi-
Sq. 
2.73 
Quality of course content. The chi-square for 
the comparison of the two groups was not significant. The 
null hypothesis was tested and was accepted. 
There was no relationship between the ratings of 
major advisors as to level of promise and how the groups 
judged the quality of the content of the courses taken 
during their program. 
The inference may be made that the graduates' 
decision on the quality of course content was not related 
to the group in which their advisors placed them. 
TABLE 75.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 20: Did you consider your 
141 
degree of freedom in course selection as being high, medium, 
low? 
Degree of freedom Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
in course se1ec- Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
tion N % N % 
High 17 41 24 59 
Medium 7 70 3 30 
Low 2 67 1 33 3.06 
Degree of freedom in course selection. The chi-
square for the comparison of the two groups was not signi-
ficant. The null hypothesis was not rejected. 
There was no relationship between the group rated 
Least Promising and the group rated Most Promising as to 
the degree of freedom they discerned to have possessed in 
selecting courses in their doctoral program. 
The inference may be made that the rating of the 
advisors in grouping the graduates was not related to the 
factor of how the graduates judged their freedom in course 
selection. 
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TABLE 76.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 2l(a): Did you consider degree 
requirements with respect to entrance too low, satisfactory, 
too high? 
Degree require- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ments with respect Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
to entrance N % N % 
Too low 3 43 4 57 
Satisfactory 23 49 24 51 .01 
Too high 
(no responses) 
Degree requirements with respect to entrance. The 
chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not sig-
nificant. The null hypothesis of no relationship was not 
rejected. 
There was no relationship between the group rated 
Least Promising and the group rated Most Promising as to 
how low, high, or satisfactory they appraised the degree 
requirements with respect to entrance to be. 
The inference may be made that the rating of the 
advisors in grouping the graduates was not related to how 
the graduates judged the degree requirements with respect 
to entrance. 
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TABLE 77.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 2l(b): Did you consider degree 
requirements with respect to courses too low, satisfactory, 
too high? 
Degree require- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ments with respect Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
to courses N % N % 
Too low 6 66 3 33 
Satisfactory 20 44 25 56 .73 
Too high 
(no responses) 
Degree requirements with respect to courses. The 
chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship was 
not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between the 
ratings of the major advisor as to the level of promise of 
the graduates and their opinions concerning the level of the 
degree requirements with respect to courses. 
TABLE 78.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 2l(c): Did you consider degree 
requirements with respect to examinations too low, satis-
factory, too high? 
Degree require- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ments with respect Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
to examinations N % N % 
Too low 4 50 4 50 
Satisfactory 22 48 24 52 .07 
Too high 
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Degree requirements with respect to examinations. 
The chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship between 
the groups was tested and accepted. 
There was no significant relationship between the 
ratings of the major advisors as to the level of promise of 
the graduates and their opinions concerning the level of 
the degree requirements with respect to examinations. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
how the graduates rated the degree requirements with 
respect to examinations was not a factor which distin-
guished between the groups. 
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TABLE 79.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 2l{d): Did you consider degree 
requirements with respect to dissertation too low, satis-
factory, too high? 
Degree require- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
ments with respect Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
to dissertation N % N % 
Too low 1 33 2 67 
Satisfactory 23 48 25 52 
Too high 2 67 1 33 .68 
Degree requirements with respect to dissertation. 
The chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship between 
the groups was not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between the 
ratings of the major advisors as to the level of promise of 
the graduates and their opinions regarding the level of the 
degree requirements with respect to dissertation. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduates rating the degree requirements with respect 
to dissertation was not a factor which distinguished 
between the groups. 
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TABLE 80.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 22: Were courses scheduled at 
convenient times for your employment? 
Courses scheduled Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
at convenient Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
times for employ- N % N % 
ment 
Yes 22 46 26 54 
No 4 66 2 33 .28 
Courses scheduled at convenient times. The chi-
square for the comparison of the two groups was not signif-
icant. The null hypothesis of no relationship between the 
groups was not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between the 
rating of ~he major advisors as to the level of promise of 
the graduates and how the graduates felt about the conven-
ience of class schedules. 
The inference may be drawn that the attitudes of 
students with respect to the scheduling of courses was not 
a factor which distinguished between the groups. 
TABLE 81.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 23: Did the removal of the 
person on whom you were financially dependent affect your 
program? 
Removal of person Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
on whom graduate Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
financially N % N % 
dependent 
Yes 0 0 
No 26 28 
All graduates answered negatively; therefore, no 
statistical comparison can be made. 
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TABLE 82.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 24: Did military service 
interrupt your studies? 
Studies inter- Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
rupted by mili- Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
tary service N % N % 
Yes 1 25 3 75 
No 25 50 25 50 .20 
Interruption of studies by military service. The 
chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship 
between the groups was not rejected. 
There was no relationship between the group rated 
Least Promising and the group rated Most Promising as to 
whether or not the graduates• studies were interrupted by 
military service. 
The inference may be drawn that the interruption 
of studies by military service, or the lack of interrup-
tion, was not related to the group in which the advisors 
placed the graduates. 
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TABLE 83.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 25J Did you have adequate time 
to study? 
Adequate time Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
to study Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Yes 22 46 26 54 
No 4 66 2 33 .28 
Adequate time to study. The chi-square for the 
comparison of the two groups was not significant. The 
null hypothesis of no relationship was not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of prom-
ise and the decision of the graduates as to whether or not 
they had adequate time in which to study. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduates on this variable was not a factor which 
distinguished between the groups. 
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TABLE 84.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 26(a): During the course of 
your program, to what degree did the word "independent" 
describe you? 
Degree self seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as independent Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Moderate 
degree 6 67 3 33 
High or 
outstanding 
degree 20 45 24 55 .63 
Degree to which self seen as independent. The 
chi-square for the comparison of the two groups was not 
significant. The null hypothesis of no relationship 
between the groups was not rejected. 
There was no relationship between the group 
rated Least Promising and the group rated Most Promising 
in the degree to which they discerned themselves to be 
independent. 
It is implied that the self-perception of the 
graduates on this variable is not related to the rating 
of the graduates into the two groups by the advisors. 
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TABLE 85.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 26(b): During the course of 
your program, to what degree did the words "hard worker" 
describe you? 
Degree self seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as hard worker Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Moderate degree 8 62 5 38 
High or 
outstanding 18 46 21 54 .41 
Degree self seen as hard worker. The chi-square 
for the comparison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship between the groups 
was not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of prom-
ise of the graduates and the degree to which the graduates 
felt themselves to be hard workers. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduates on this variable was not a factor which was 
related to the ratings of the advisors. 
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TABLE 86.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 26(c): During the course of 
your program, to what degree did the word "religious" 
describe you? 
Degree self seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as religious Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
No degree or 
small degree 9 53 8 47 
Moderate degree 10 56 8 44 
High or 
outstanding 7 47 8 53 .27 
Degree self seen as relig1ous. The chi-square 
for the compari~on of the two groups was not significant. 
The null hypothesis of ~o relationship between the groups 
was not rejected. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the self-judgment of the graduates on ~he degree to which 
they saw themselves as being religious and the level of 
promibe ot the advisors• rating, which separated the 
graduateb into two groups. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment ot 
the graduates on this variable was not a factor which di~-
t1nguished between the groups. 
TABLE 87.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 26(d): During the course of 
your program, to what degree did the word "persistent" 
describe you? 
Degree self seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as persistent Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Moderate degree 3 43 4 57 
High or 
outstanding 23 51 22 49 .oo 
Degree self seen as persistent. The chi-square 
for the comparison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship between the groups 
was tested and accepted. 
There was no significant relationship between 
the self-judgment of the graduates on the degree to which 
they saw themselves as being persistent and the level of 
promise of the advisorsT rating which separated the grad-
uates into two groups. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
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the graduates on this variable was not a factor which dis-
tinguished between the groups. 
TABLE 88. -Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Pro~ising on question 26(e): During the course of 
your pr gram, to what degree did the word "dedicated" 
describe you? 
Degree se f seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as dedica ed Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
No degJ ee or 
small c egree 1 33 3 67 
Moderate degree 10 77 3 23 
High or 
out stan ding 15 44 19 56 5.22 
Dearee self seen as dedicated. The chi-square 
for the co parison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null h pothesis of no relationship between the groups 
was tested and accepted. 
here was no significant relationship between 
the level cf promise of the advisor's rating which sepa-
rated the £raduates into two groups and the self-judgment 
of the graduates on the degree to which they saw them-
selves as b~ing dedicated persons. 
Ire inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduat s on this variable was not a factor which 
distinguish d between the groups. 
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TABLE 89.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Pro~ising on question 26{f): During the course of 
your program, to what degree did the words "a driver" 
describe you? 
Degree se f seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as a "dri er" Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
No or mall 
degree 4 80 1 20 
Moderate degree 9 50 9 50 
High OI out-
standir g 13 45 16 55 2.11 
D_e_g_ree self seen as "a driver." The chi-square 
for the co~parison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null h pothesis of no relationship between the groups 
was tested and accepted. 
here was no significant relationship between 
the rating of the major advisors as to the level of prom-
ise of the graduates and their self-judgment on the degree 
to which they saw themselves as "drivers." 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduat~s on this variable was not a factor which 
distinguish d between the groups. 
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TABLE 90.--Sraduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on question 26(g): During the course of 
your progra~, to what degree did the word "ambitious" 
Degree self seen 
as ambitiou 
No or sm 11 
degree 
Moderate degree 
High or c ut-
standing 
describe you? 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
1 33 
7 78 
18 45 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
2 67 
2 22 
22 55 
Chi-
Sq. 
3.51 
De[qree self seen as ambitious. The chi-square 
for the comparison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null hypothesis of no relationship between the groups 
was tested a~d not rejected. 
Th re was no significant relationship between 
the ratings f the major advisors as to the level of prom-
ise of the g aduates and their self-judgment on the degree 
to which the saw themselves as ambitious. 
Th inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduate on this variable was not a factor which dis-
tinguished b tween the groups. 
TABLE 91.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promi1ing on question 26(h): During the course of 
your program, to what extent did the word "creative" 
describe you? 
Degree self seen Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
as creative Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
No or sm 11 
degree 4 67 2 33 
Moderate degree 8 38 13 62 
High or ut-
standing 14 64 8 36 3.32 
D~gree self seen as creative. The chi-square 
for the com~arison of the two gDoups was not significant. 
The null hy~othesis of no relationship was not rejected. 
Ttere was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of prom-
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ise of the graduates and the self-judgment of the graduates 
on the degree to which they saw themselves as being ere-
ative. 
The inference may be drawn that the judgment of 
the graduate• on this variable was not a factor which dis-
tinguished tpe groups. 
TABLE 92.- Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Pr mising on where Bachelor~s degree obtained. 
Where obtained 
Bachelor's degree 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
Boston University 
School of 
Education 7 
Boston University 3 
Other 22 
44 
60 
49 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
9 
2 
23 
56 
40 
51 
Chi-
Sq. 
.41 
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W ere Bachelor's deoree obtained. The chi-square 
for the com arison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null hy othesis of no relationship was not rejected. 
Tlere was no significant relationship between 
the ratings of the major advisors as to the level of prom-
ise of the graduates where graduates obtained their Bach-
elor's degrees: whether in the School of Education, in 
another school within Boston University, or outside Boston 
University. 
TABLE 93.- Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Mo t Promising on type of Master's degree 
Type of 
Master's d gree 
Education 
degree 
Science degree 
Arts degree 
Graduates rated 
Least Promising 
N % 
16 
3 
13 
43 
75 
52 
Graduates rated 
Most Promising 
N % 
21 
l 
12 
57 
25 
48 
Chi-
Sq. 
1.66 
Tree of Master•s dearee. The chi-square for the 
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comparison f the two groups was not significant. The null 
hypothesis f no relationship was not rejected. 
Ttere was no relationship between the ratings of 
the major acvisors as to the level of promise of the gradu 
ates and the type of Master's degree received: whether an 
education de~ree, a science degree in a field other than 
education, o an arts degree. 
It may be inferred that the type of master's 
degree which the graduates obtained was not a factor which 
distinguishe between the groups. 
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TABLE 94.--Graduates rated Least Promising and those rated 
Most Promising on where Master's degree obtained 
Where Mas er 1 s Graduates rated Graduates rated Chi-
degree ob ai ned Least Promising Most Promising Sq. 
N % N % 
Boston University 
School of 
Educat on 13 42 18 58 
Boston University 5 56 4 44 
Other 14 54 2 46 .79 
Where Master's dearee obtained. The chi-square 
for the comparison of the two groups was not significant. 
The null hvpothesis of no relationship was retained. 
There was no relationship between the ratings of 
the major dvisors as to the level of promise of the gradu 
ates and were the Master's degree was obtained: whether 
in the Sch ol of Education at Boston University, in another 
school wit in Boston University, or outside Boston Univer-
sity. 
It may be inferred that the school in which the 
graduates obtained their Masters• degrees was not a factor 
which distinguished between the groups. 
he last four questions posed on the question-
naire sent to graduates were so-called "open-ended," to be 
answered i as much detail as the graduate wished. In 
order to preserve the originality and flavor of the com-
ments, the esponses are given in full. In order to pro-
teet the an nymity of the subjects, identifying data have 
been omitte , and the answers to the questions are not 
given in or er. The summary and observations follow the 
last questi n. 
T e first question was: Why did you decide to 
undertake d ctoral studies? The group of graduates rated 
Least Promi ing replied as follows: 
Advance-
ment 
College 
work 
Professional advancement 
rofessional advancement opportu-
nities 
o qualify for professional 
advancement 
o increase my chances for 
advancement 
esire to improve my professional 
standing 
desire for advancement in the 
educational field 
or advancement professionally 
o teach on a collegiate level 
reparation for college teaching 
Doctorate needed to achieve 
vocational goal - college 
presidency 
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Financial 
gain 
Further 
prepara-
tion 
Union card for college teaching 
Engage in research methodology and 
preparation for teaching 
It seemed likely that attainment 
of the Ed. D. degree would form 
the soundest basis for advance-
ment in the state teachers• 
college system. 
In order that I might continue to 
hold college teaching 
Thus increase salary possibilities 
Higher financial reward 
Because of an interest in learning 
more about a particular area; 
wanting to try out and evaluate 
a different type of approach to 
a problem 
To:increase professional competence 
To be adequately prepared for render-
ing service in my chosen field 
Interested in gaining information and 
extending my understanding of fun-
damental knowledge 
Liked academic study 
To become a more effective educator 
Had Master's degree but extremely 
weak in educational training for 
one who wanted to be a teacher 
Desire to acquire a well-rounded 
educational background 
Needed education courses for teach-
ing certificate 
To improve my work in my chosen 
career 
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Financial 
help 
Prestige 
Personal 
qualities 
Other 
Because I like to study and keep 
up with modern trends 
GI bill 
I was awarded a teaching fellow-
ship 
Prestige in my profession 
In order to gain position of 
some stature in profession 
A combination of having academic 
competence, success therein, 
and a desire for leadership 
status 
Perhaps wetll call it ambitions. 
I was brought up to achieve a 
good education and to go as far 
with it as I possibly could. 
My parents, early in life, 
instilled upon me the importance 
of a good education, 
Felt I had the perception and the 
intelligence to do a good piece 
of work 
Curiosity to see if I could do it; 
hope that it would make a better 
teacher of me; educational 
enrichment and personal satis-
faction - results not appreciable 
The characteristics of independence, 
hard worker, perseverance, dedi-
cation and creativeness were sup-
plied to me by (name of college) 
and motivated me to continue my 
education. Theories introduced 
at (same college) were investi-
gated by me at Boston University. 
Encouraged by associates and friends 
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The group of graduates rated Most Promising responded as 
follows: 
Advance-
ment 
Further 
prepara-
tion 
Need for a doctorate in my profes-
sion 
Enhance future opportunities 
The position I held required it for 
advancement 
Professional goal required the 
possession of doctoral degree 
Professional advancement 
The opportunity presented itself 
and the job I wanted called for 
one. 
For professional advancement 
In order to receive the necessary 
background for the career of 
my choice 
Because I had taught every grade 
in public schools 
Because I was a supervisor and had 
reached my peak in public edu-
cation 
In order to obtain additional edu-
cational qualifications 
Desire to achieve a high degree of 
skill and knowledge in "specialty." 
Interest in further training in field 
of interest 
Need for advanced knowledge 
Principally for the experience of 
doing a dissertation. Secondly, 
to pursue further avenues of 
study barely opened in the 
Master 1 s program. 
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College 
teaching 
Encourage-
ment of 
others 
Genuine interest in study as end 
in itself 
Need for further training in 
special field 
Interest in following up area of 
investigation 
To prepare myself for college work 
I wanted to teach at the college 
level 
I wanted to go into college work 
and felt that the advanced 
degree was a necessity 
In order to go into college teach-
ing 
To teach at college level 
Because I wanted a new field -
college 
Desire to move into university 
teaching 
Because someone had faith enough 
in my ability to suggest it 
Because of (faculty member at 
Boston University) wise counsel 
and stimulation 
Because I was encouraged to do so 
by several Boston University 
faculty members as a result of 
my Ed. M. program. 
I was invited to do so by letter, 
after submitting GAGS applica-
tion. This confidence in me, 
displayed by a highly respected 
faculty member, was the spark I 
needed. 
I was invited to continue graduate 
work. 
165 
Financial 
help 
Financial 
returns 
Personal 
Qualities 
Prestige 
At the time I did because of the 
fellowship offered 
It seemed a shame to waste the GI 
bill 
Increased financial returns 
For self-improvement 
Challenge 
Due to a drive I had since child-
hood but delayed it for family 
reasons. When I got started, I 
drove myself to finish before 
one of my parents died. I worked 
full-time, cared for a sick par-
ent, and studied! 
I became tired of saying "Doctor" 
to persons whom I believed to be 
possessed of no more intelligence 
than I. 
Primar1ly to be listened to by edu-
cators who were not inclined to 
listen unless the speaker held 
the "magic" title 
Status-seeker 
I was professionally frustrated 
without a doctorate 
A comparison of the answers of the group rated 
Least Promising with those rated Most Promising on this 
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question reveals that both groups undertoo~ doctoral studies 
in order to qualify to work on the college level, to qualify 
for professional advancement, to gain further preparation 
in the field of their choice, to gain prestige and to 
increase chances for financial gain. Personal qualities 
of ambition, curiosity, perceptiln, challenge were also 
motivating factors in both groups. The chief observed 
difference between the groups was that the group rated 
Most Promising mentioned many times the factor of encour-
agement by others as having meaning and motivation to 
them. One graduate out of 26 responding in the group 
rated Least Promising mentioned "Encouraged by associates 
and friends," as being a reason why doctoral studies were 
undertaken. In the group of 28 rated Most Promising, 
there were five graduates who mentioned this factor as 
being important and decisive. 
To the question; Why did you select Boston 
University in preference to other schools? the graduates 
rated Least Promising responded as follows: 
Location Near to residence and employment 
Availability 
Within commuting distance of work 
Convenience 
Geographically convenient 
Nearest 
Relatively close to lhome 
Convenience 
Accessibility 
Residence in Boston 
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Program 
Faculty 
Offered work in my field of interest 
This University offered the courses 
that I wanted and needed 
Had courses I felt I wanted 
Had good evening schedule 
Boston University had a better 
program 
I liked the staff at the time, and 
have a great respect for Boston 
University 
Satisfactory faculty 
Excellence of faculty 
Wanted more work under (named BUSED 
faculty member) 
Boston University had better staff 
In first place - desire to study under 
leaders in the area of my special-
ization who were on staff of Boston 
University 
The school Its reputation in the mid-west 
Its liberal policies with regard to 
human endeavor 
A respect for my Alma Mater plus the 
desire to return to Boston 
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Personal 
Financial 
I received my Master 1 s at Boston 
University 
Reputation in field of study 
Because I had received my Master's 
from Boston University and felt 
that I had gained a great deal 
from most of the courses 
All my undergraduate work was done 
here and I am tremendously proud 
of this institution for the edu-
cational background I received. 
Had accredited school of education 
The somewhat dubious reputation of 
graduating from an Eastern school 
(Faculty member at another University) 
recommended the University (Boston 
University) and obtained the fellow-
ship for me. 
I did my Master•s work there in 
(Boston University - named the 
college) and since this school had 
no doctoral program, I was advised 
by that schoolYs former dean to do 
my doctoral study in the School of 
Education where he assured me that 
I could do the dissertation in the 
area of my interest. Also that I 
could cross school curriculums in 
taking courses. A former Registrar 
at the School of Education said mani-
festly the same thing to me as did the 
erstwhile (other school at Boston Uni-
versity) dean. It didn•t work out 
that way at all! 
Close personal relationships 
Btilt6n University offered a modest fel-
lowship stipend 
Reasonable course charges, i. e. within 
GI bill limits 
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Library 
Other 
Availability of financial assistance 
Because it provided the opportunity 
for me to complete my work while 
in-service and did not require 
that I take time from my teaching. 
Thus I was able to finance my way 
along. 
Opportunity for outside work in order 
to support family; also the offer 
of teaching fellowship 
Adequate library resources 
Sort of drifted in, at the beginning, 
decades ago, with other teachers 
from a Boston suburb who were doing 
the same thing. After a dozen years 
without an aim, I began to realize 
the possibilities. 
I was too young and inexperienced to 
realize that there are tremendous 
differences in quality among gradu-
ate schools. A Boston University 
professor convinced me that my 
research was "all" and could be 
accomplished at any graduate school 
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The group of graduates rated Most Promising responded thus 
to the question: Why did you select Boston University in 
preference to other schools? 
Location Proximity 
Proximity to my work 
Convenience of location 
Convenience to home 
Boston University was also within 
commuting distance of my home 
Only college near my work with the 
area I desired to explore 
Program 
Faculty 
Section of the country 
I needed to be within commuting 
distance of home. 
Allowed part-time degree program 
Offerings in field of interest 
Offered what I wanted 
Excellent program in my "major" (Guid-
ance) 
My area of specialization 
Because in elementary education there 
was no school in the Boston area 
that had an equal offering 
Convenient in class schedule and in 
location 
Had some excellent staff in my area of 
interest 
(Faculty member) was teaching there 
Because of the faculty in the area of 
my specialization 
Because of the staff 
The availability of (faculty member). 
Opportunity to work and study under 
guidance and direction of (faculty 
member) 
I was impressed with the ability, sin-
cerity and interest of my former 
teacher, who later became my advisor. 
Outstanding "major" professor 
Because of professional staff 
Because I liked the staff - the friendly 
spirit and interest in students. 
More outstanding when we were smaller 
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The school 
Encouragement on the part of a 
faculty member 
Because (faculty member) was and 
is the top person in the field 
of (major study) in the country. 
Liked the spirit of friendliness 
and professionalism of the 
Boston University Education 
faculty 
Quality of staff attracted me 
Because of interest shown in me by 
three faculty members 
Because they invited me 
I was completely satisfied with 
Ed. M. program. 
Went there for Master 1 s program in 
reading. Remained because I 
found what I wanted. 
Met my needs 
I felt it to be the best school for 
my area of concentration - health. 
Its status in my area of interest -
elementary education 
It has a good reputation education-
ally 
Status of the University 
Its reputation 
Because Boston University is known 
nationally for its training in 
elementary reading 
The satisfaction gained during my 
part-time Master~s program 
Completed Ed. M. there; knew they 
had what I wanted 
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Financial 
Other 
Financial aid available 
The fellowship offered 
It was possible to work towards a 
doctorate while continuing with 
full-time employment 
Through a fellowship and work oppor-
tunity I could financially afford 
to work on my doctorate program 
(wife and 3 children) 
Because I was offered a teaching 
fellowship 
Financial assistance was available 
The offer of a fellowship in the 
field of my choice 
Offer of a fellowship 
Offered a teaching fellowship 
Contact through an acquaintance 
They were ready, willing, and able 
to meet my needs - others were 
not. 
A comparison of the answers of the group rated 
Least Promising with those rated Most Promising on this 
question indicates that the factors of location, program 
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offered, and reputation of the school all played an impor-
tant part in the decisions of the graduates of both groups. 
However, the group rated Most Promising mentioned more than 
twice as often as did the group rated Least Promising the 
influence of the faculty upon their decision. The group rated 
Most Promising cited as 1mportant the competence of the staff, 
the interest shown by staff members, and the friendly encour-
agement shown by the faculty. 
The group of graduates rated Least Prom-
ising responded to the question: At what time(s), if 
any, during your period of doctorate study did you feel 
that the degree was not worth what was required? as 
follows: 
Never 
Problem 
Never 
It paid from the start, one way 
or another, right up to the 
present 
Never 
None 
Did not have this feeling 
Omitted any answer 
None 
At no time 
The going was very rough for 
weeks and months before the 
dissertation outline and 
chapter content were approved 
by the advisor. Then sud-
denly my luck changed and 
every event broke in my favor 
right through to the com-
pletion of the program. 
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Writing 
disserta-
tion 
The continued challenge of arranging 
the doctoral thesis data in writ-
ten form was spread over four 
years. At times I wondered if it 
was worth giving up vacations and 
weekends - but when the thesis was 
accepted- there was a real thrill. 
Writing the dissertation, with par-
ticular reference to the statis-
tical phase 
Inwardly, at times, during the crys-
tallization of my dissertation I 
might have felt this way, but it 
wouldn't last long because there 
was work to do! 
At the end of the first year, when 
the graduate faculty let ~ man 
(his manhood is questionable) 
turn down a year's work. The 
study later (done elsewhere) 
received national publicity in 
a popular national magazine. 
While preparing dissertation ••• 
demands seemed too much and exact-
ing 
When I was collecting data, analyzing 
and writing while also teaching 
and taking courses. 
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Exami-
nation 
Sometimes when my dissertation became 
frustrating 
In the summer of (date) when a new mem-
ber of (college) raised hell with 
the study and I was caught in the 
cross-fire of jealousy and resent-
ment. To my knowledge, my advisor 
did not take a positive stand until 
a year later. 
In the summer of (date) when my advisor 
nullified months of concentrated 
statistical work I had done according 
to the method approved by the doctoral 
committee when I presented my problem 
and procedure. I sh~uld mention that 
my pre-committee advisor was in Europe 
at that time, but his associate and 
colleague represented him. Maybe I 
didn't have any more than normal SNAFU! 
I never begrudged the efforts I made. My 
greatest frustration came because of 
time wasted in planning and getting dis-
sertation started. My advisor was 
extremely capable but carried such a 
heavy load that he would reverse his 
point of view from time to time. 
When thesis accepted by advisory committee 
and oral defense properly scheduled and 
five minutes before I was to appear 
before Doctorate Committee, Chairman of 
Committee would not allow the defense. 
Reason: my "dissertation was too 
scholarly" and had to be rewritten for 
his personal acceptance. This delayed 
my receiving a degree ~ year later. 
Waiting for professors and committees to 
provide criticisms and examinations. 
The day I drove 65 miles in mid-winter to 
take a comprehensive exam. Previous 
day I had called long-distance to make 
arrangements. Upon arrival, was told, 
"We don 1 t give comps in the PM." 
Just previous to final exams 
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General Occasionally but not seriously, only 
in sense of usual "ups and downs." 
Watching adult {?) grad students 
cheat openly, course after 
course 
Complete lack of communication among 
doctoral candidates 
No criticisms by instructors; no 
work evaluated 
Half-way through, point of no return. 
As I recall, there were times when 
I wondered if I had what it takes 
to reach the goal. 
I never felt it was not worth what was 
required to get it, but that does 
not mean there were noctimes of dis-
couragement. 
The group rated "Most Promising" replied as follows: 
Never Not any 
None 
At no time 
None. I never found that program 
was difficult 
Never, seriously 
Never, Certainly at times I wished 
that I had more time to finish 
what I had to do, but I cannot 
think of the program as being 
a degree "bought" by work and 
that ~be price would be too high. 
My advisors always made me feel 
that what I was doing was worth-
while. 
At no time seriously 
I never had this feeling 
177 
Problem 
Disser-
tation 
At no time 
Never 
At no time 
I did not feel this way at any time. 
Never 
None - although it necessitated giv-
ing up many other things 
Never, really ••• some moments of pique, 
of course, but my advisor knew 
just when to offer encouragement ••• 
and he did just that 
The requirements could well have been 
more rigorous. I hope the same 
fate does not befall the doctorate 
as has caused the Masterrs degree 
program to become a reward for 
longevity plus summer school attend-
ance. 
I don't think I ever felt that way. I 
did feel that the quality of the work 
in courses was below that which should 
have been required for a doctorate. 
When I realized the initial outline bad 
to be presented with a degree of 
knowledge of a problem equal to the 
candidate who had completed his study 
and was presenting his orals. When I 
had to change advisors and subsequently 
"problems." 
When I was trying to find highly selected 
subjects for my dissertation 
During the writing of the dissertation, 
During my last semester when I was 
teaching 12 hours. Six of them in ~n 
accelerated course) At the same time 
I was chasing out to twenty classrooms 
in ten communities checking on an experi-
mental study that had been delayed seven 
weeks by a record snowfall. In the wee 
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Other 
small hours I was doing my writing and 
statistics, and frankly it did not seem 
worth while on any count. 
Lack of cooperation by local public school 
authorities 
Occasionally I had this feeling, but not to 
a really serious degree. Once having 
started, I had no real intention of 
leaving it unfinished. Times at which I 
felt the degree was not worth to me what 
was required includeda occasions when 
shaping the dissertation plan seemed 
fruitless; during writing of the disserta-
tion and last stages of processing data, 
and during and after oral examination. 
Approval of dissertation by all my committee 
Oral examinations frustrated me the first 
time I faced them. Committee disagreement 
is a serious problem for a candidate. 
After having the first chapter rejected by 
thesis chairman 
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Several times when I had to make major changes 
in my thesis to please members of my 
advisory committee 
About half way, shortly after I had obtained 
data for the study 
When advisors procrastinated and I had 
literally to hold their noses to the 
grindstone 
During family difficulties 
When financial troubles seemed unsur-
mountable 
In comparing the answers of the group rated Least 
Promising with those rated Most Promising on this question, 
the answers indicated that both groups had about equal diffi-
culty in arriving at an acceptable problem and in writing the 
dissertation. Significantly, the group rated Most Promising 
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felt that "never" was the degree not worth what was required 
more than twice as often as the group rated Least Promis1ng. 
Four members of tne group rated Least Promising ment1oned 
difficulty with examinations, while th1s factor was not men-
tioned by anyone in the group of graduates rated Most 
Promising. 
The question was asked: What factors motivated 
you to finish your degree? The group of graduates rated 
"Least Promising" replied as follows: 
Personal 
Qualities 
Determination 
Personal pride to finish 
Persistence, determination 
Persistence; to persevere and 
stick to it 
goes back to 
the family environment 
Persistence 
Pig-headedness. To show that 
they could go to h---, and 
that I could do the work 
in spite of all the run-
around, and pure advising. 
(That means you can•t be 
creative, but must write on 
some stupid topic that is 
of no real value and in 
which you have no interest) 
Personal ambition 
Ambition 
Persistence, stubbornness 
Desire to be successful, sensing 
the approaching termination 
Encour-
agement 
of others 
High degree of independence, 
hard worker, persistent, 
dedicated and ambitious 
If members of faculty are sub-
jective in their evaluation 
of candidates, I felt I would 
use some objectivity to see 
it through in spite of unneces-
sary obstacles. After all, 
objectivity is really our goal 
in education, is it not? 
Probably most of the items under 
question 26 (Independent, hard 
worker, religious, persistent, 
dedicated, a driver, ambitious, 
creative) 
Faculty encouragement 
My committee's support and 
encouragement 
Family encouragement 
My wife's encouragement 
My advisor was "tops" as I forged 
ahead 
Friendly competition 
Only onea a wise college presi-
dent, in whose college I was 
teaching, convinced me of the 
values of the doctorate. My 
own values, due to youth, were 
quite out of line with values 
placed on graduate degrees by 
administrators, salary-scalers, 
and lay public. 
The degree The reward of earning the advanced 
degree 
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The 
objective 
The habit 
of finish-
ing 
Too late 
to stop 
The opportunity for professional 
advancemer1t 
Desire for the degree 
The final effort was motivated by the 
fact that it was a "must" for the 
job I wanted. However, I do feel 
the job would have been completed 
anyway, since the position was 
offered close to the end of the 
program. 
The opportunity for professional 
advancement 
The ability to do a better job in 
teaching and in administration 
Service opportunities 
Desire to grow in knowledge and in 
size of pay check 
The desire to complete the educa-
tional challenge of writing a 
thesis acceptable to the Doctorate 
Committee 
The opportunity for advancement in my 
field once I received the degree, 
and with this, a better salary 
It is not my nature to do things in 
a haphazard manner. Anything 
started should be completed. 
The desire to complete a job once 
started 
Wasting the time and energy already 
consumed 
Once I had the courses in Education 
that I needed, the end of the 
program was so close it would have 
been foolish not to complete it; 
the increase in status it would 
bring, including money. 
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Other 
So close to the end so "gave just 
a little more.• Too much invested 
to throw in the towel (blood, sweat, 
and dollars) 
I felt I had put too much work in 
reaching this stage of my career 
to drop the work. 
I'd gone so far, worked so hard for 
so long with plenty of sweat, blood, 
and tears, and spent so much money, 
I simply could not afford to quit. 
As one member of my committee 
kindly asked me when I'd finished, 
"Was it worth it?" and two years 
later, I still don't know the 
answer! I have my full professor-
ship, but I don't know that it com-
pensates for the agony and torment 
so largely unnecessary, which seems 
to be a part of getting doctorates 
in education. I call my doctorate 
the "$10,000 Doctorate.• It cost 
just a little less. It does have a 
dollar value. 
Despite the frustrations, why quit!!! 
Security; teaching level 
Insecurity of job held at the time 
183 
Family responsibilities 
The necessity to resume full 
employment in order to assume 
family responsibility, along 
with desire to get out where 
I could apply all the knowledge 
which I had acquired 
The educational heights attained 
by other members of my family 
The data looked good as it 
developed. 
Answer omitted 
Desire to succeed 
Interest in courses 
Independent study 
Dissertation 
How else does one complete a 
project? 
The question was asked: What factor(s) motivated you to 
finish your degree? The group of graduates rated "Most 
Promising" replied: 
Personal 
qualities 
Stubbornness 
My own persistence 
Stubbornness 
Stubborn ego 
Ambition 
My own determination 
A drive to be successful in 
the endeavor 
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Encour-
agement 
of others 
Wife; mother and father 
The desire to finish it previous 
to the death of a parent 
Encouragement and understanding 
by my advisor 
Advisor's stimulation 
The expectations of my family and 
colleagues that I would "complete" 
my education 
Advisor's incentivation 
Patience of a member of my committee 
Understanding and guidance of my 
advisor 
Help and encouragement of a fellow 
doctoral candidate 
Encouragement and prayers of a lov-
ing wife, parents, and friends 
Urgings of a professor who was not 
on my committee 
Interest of professors 
Encouragement from my wife 
Cannot over-emphasize the importance 
in my program of the advisor. He 
was "with me" all the way. We 
discussed what was to be done; he 
indicated I was capable of doing 
it, so I went ahead and did it. 
He gave me the feeling that he 
respected me, and my responses to 
this questionnaire indicate that 
I respected him. 
Had I seemed to lag, I believe my 
advisor would have applied 
pressure. 
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The degree The importance of the degree to me 
The 
objective 
The fact that I wanted the degree 
Need for the degree 
My own personal objectives in life; 
a desire to achieve a position 
on the college level 
Professional advancement 
My professional goal required the 
possession of doctoral degree 
Desire to achieve high degree of 
skill and knowledge in 
"specialty" 
Personal and professional desire 
for achievement 
Desire to complete my dissertation 
study 
Desire for general success in the 
profession 
My dream was that finishing the 
degree would enable me to become 
eligible to teach at the college 
level. Despite the degree and 
{number of years) of administra-
tive experience as superintendent, 
I have not had any opportunities 
to pursue this ambition. 
Whatever success I have had in life 
I attribute greatly to my train-
ing which I received in Boston 
University. (Bachelor, Master's 
and Doctor's degrees at Boston 
University) I have moved up the 
educational ladder gradually from 
experience in the elementary and 
junior high, to senior high to 
college work. My current position 
is that of Director (of a divi-
sion at a University). I hold the 
rank of Professor and guide a divi-
sion of 30 faculty members. 
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The habit 
of finish-
ing 
Other 
I really didn't need much motiva-
tion beyond the inner compul-
sion to finish what I had started. 
There may be economic factors 
responsible for this compulsion, 
but obviously it is a result of a 
combination of factors. 
The fact that I expected to finish 
what I start, and I enjoyed the 
work and the opportunities the 
program afforded me. 
To finish what was started 
Sense of personal satisfaction at 
starting a job and finishing it 
Like to finish something started 
The habit of completing any task one 
begins 
The fact that I had started something 
I wanted to finish 
To complete a project once started 
I'm afraid it never occurred to me 
not to finish once I had started, 
since there was no reason I should 
not do so. I had no family 
responsibilities to worry me and 
no reason to earn more money than 
enough to keep myself. I wanted 
to know the answer to my thesis 
problem, in any case, so that kept 
me working on the thesis. And, 
after all, the courses are a minor 
problem compared to the thesis. 
No one from my group of Indians had 
ever received a Doctor's degree. 
I was fortunate enough to have an 
interesting and "clean" study 
News that (faculty member) would soon 
retire 
The need to make a reasonably good 
living for my family 
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Criticisms of colleagues who hinted 
that success was not possible 
Status seeker 
Satisfactory, pleasant work and study 
conditions 
The group of graduates rated Least Promising 
were compared with the group of graduates rated Most 
Promising on the basis of their responses to this ques-
tion. The personal qualities of determination, pride, 
persistence and stubbornness were mentioned by a greater 
proportion of the group rated Least Promising. Encour-
agement by family, advisors and faculty was mentioned by 
a greater proportion of graduates rated Most Promising. 
The habit of finishing what was started appears to have 
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been a factor for a greater proportion of graduates rated 
Most Promising. 
Several comments and suggestions were added by 
the graduates in response to the previous four specific 
questions. The observations are given in full, but no 
inferences or conclusions are drawn. 
From the group rated Least Promising one gradu-
ate asserted 
"I have given you frank and thoughtful 
answers. I am not bitter. It's all in the 
antiquated, moss-backed methods for doctoral 
training. Many doctors of the academic world 
from all over the country have had similar 
experiences (and worse) than mine. 
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"What is the purpose and value of doctoral 
study? I don't know - but if it is to test 
endurance, patience and abject humility - the 
present doctoral training in education succeeds! 
Too often it nips in the bud a desire to research 
work. Where is the substance and cultural enrich-
ment for the doctoral candidate who is forced to 
take too many courses in his advisor's area - to 
satisfy the advisor's ego and/or to fill classes 
and build enrollment? 
"I have never heard a single academic doctor 
say he or she would do it again." 
Another graduate rated Least Promising suggested: 
Rotating the Chairmanship of the Doctorate 
Committee, and fair plan (sic) in its 
procedures. 
A graduate rated Most Promising offered this 
general commenta 
"It was my observation that advisors and 
committees did not ask questions designed to 
stimulate the thinking of the candidates. In 
the ten years since I earned my degree, I have 
worked with many candidates from at least six 
universities. (I am not now, nor have I been 
for the last number of years, connected with a 
university). In general, the same criticism 
holds. I realize that the candidate needs to 
think and perhaps flounder around, but a few 
well-thought-out questions from advisors would 
help very much." 
Another graduate from the same group declared: 
"Whatever success I have had in life I attri-
bute greatly to my training which I received at 
Boston University. 
~ have moved up the educational ladder gradu-
ally from experience in the elementary and junior 
high to senior hi~h school, to college work. My 
current position is that of Director of stated 
division at stated a university. I hold the 
rank of Professor and guide a division of thirty 
faculty members." 
Another graduate rated Most Promising declareda 
lYO 
"Since rece1v1ng my degree, I have seriously 
questioned whether the sacrifice of time and money 
was worth the effort. I have not observed any 
change in my status, position, or financial picture 
resulting from the study. I ~ observed the 
results of my family suffering through the study." 
The graduates rated Least Promising were then com-
pared with those rated Most Promising on the basis of 
responses obtained in a personal interview. 
The interviews of graduates rated Least Prom-
ising are those designated A through E in Appendix J; 
those rated Most Promising are designated F through J. 
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The questions asked the graduates are listed in 
the Interview Guide (Appendix H) and their responses 
detailed in Appendix J. 
The number of graduates rated Least Promising 
who gave up full-time positions to pursue doctoral study, 
as well as those who continued working at their full-time 
positions were about equal in number to those graduates 
who were rated Most Promising. 
The responses of the two groups to the questions 
What do you conceive as your basic motive in life? were 
not markedly different. The basic motives of both groups 
were centered around their families and their profession. 
In response to the question& In rank order what 
three things do you value highest in life? both groups of 
graduates placed highest values on their professional con-
tributions first, with family life, relationship and welfare 
being mentioned second in frequency. There was no observed 
difference between the responses of the two groups. 
The question was askeda At the time of your 
"encouragement" by the Doctoral Committee, what were your 
three greatest assets? Most frequently mentioned were 
traits which the graduates believed they possessed, 
followed by family, associates, and teachers, abilities 
and health. The group rated "Most Promising" stressed 
their professional experience as being one of their 
greatest assets. The importance of experience was not 
included by the group rated "Least Promising." 
The responses to the question& At the time of 
your "encouragement" by the Doctoral Committee, what were 
your three greatest weaknesses? were many and varied. 
There were three observable though slight differences 
between the two groups. 
There appeared a tendency in the group rated 
"Least Promising" to minimize expression of perceived 
weaknesses and to try to do too much. This was in marked 
contrast to the group rated "Most Promising." 
The group rated "Most Promising" more often 
recalled educational weaknesses, areas in which more 
study or competency was desired, i. e., statistics, edu-
cational psychology, and philosophy. In addition, this 
group also felt their lack of personal, professional and 
educational experience to be a weakness. 
The number of persons comprising the basis for 
the interviews is a factor which limits the value and 
conclusiveness of any trend indicated. Therefore, 
no conclusions are drawn on the basis of the available 
limited information. 
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Chapter Summary 
Comparison of Groups 1 and 2 
Graduates were compared with non-graduates on the 
basis of the following variables: 
l. Undergraduate grades 
2. Graduate grades 
3. Score on the BUGAT 
4. Recommendations in seven areas and total 
recommendations 
The groups were compared by F-tests to determine if there 
were any significant differences between the graduates and 
the non-graduates on the basis of these factors. The F-tests 
indicated there were no significant differences between the 
groups except on the variable total recommendations. 
The implication is that only one factor, total 
recommendations, discriminates between the applicants who 
are "encouraged" and graduate and those who are "encou:m;Jed" 
and do not graduate. 
Graduates were then compared with non-graduates 
on the basis of twenty variables to see in what, if any, 
significant ways the groups were different. F-tests and 
Chi-square tests showed the following th be significant: 
Experience in education. At the .05 level there 
was a difference between the groups. Experience 
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in education is related to success. The statistics do not 
indicate the optimum amount or the minimum needed, but gradu-
ates included in this study had more experience than non-
graduates. 
Sex. Sex was significant at the .05 level of con-
fidence. A significantly higher proportion of women than 
men in this sample graduated. 
Marital status. This factor was significant at 
the .01 level of confidence. A greater proportion of 
single than married applicants graduate from the doctoral 
program at Boston University School of Education. 
Program from which accepted. This factor was sig-
nificant at the .01 level of confidence. A greater propor-
tion of graduates than non-graduates transferred from the 
CAGS program to the doctoral program, and a significantly 
greater proportion of graduates received their Certificate 
of Advanced Graduate Specialization before entering the 
doctoral program than did the non-graduates. 
Intention to study full-time or part-time. This 
factor was significant at the .05 level of confidence. A 
significantly higher proportion of graduates planned to 
undertake doctoral studies as full-time students. 
Department of Specialization. The departments 
in which the applicants specialized in their doctoral 
studies differentiated between graduates and non-graduates 
at the .05 level. There was a larger proportion of gradu-
ates than non-graduates in the fields of Elementary Educa-
195 
tion, and the combined fields of Health, Physical Education, 
and Recreation. 
Staff member of the School of Education. This 
factor was significant beyond the .01 level. A greater pro-
portion of graduates than non-graduates were staff members: 
i. e., instructors, teaching fellows, research fellows or 
graduate assistants. 
Number of advisors. The numb6r of advisors which 
an applicant had was significant beyond the .01 level. 
The greater proportion of graduates than non-graduates had 
two advisors, one of whom was the temporary advisor. 
The groups were not significantly different on 
the following variables: age, months between "encouraged" 
and proposal action, type of undergraduate degree, type of 
graduate degree, the type of undergraduate school, type of 
graduate school, permanent residence in relation to Boston 
University, author of a Master's thesis, position, advisor 
a member of the Doctoral Committee at time of proposal 
hearing, type of dissertation, and action on proposal. 
Comparison of Groups 1 and 2 versus Group 3 
Groups 1 and 2 (graduates and non-graduates} 
were then compared with Group 3, those applicants who had 
been "discouraged," to determine if there were any differ-
ences between the first group who had all been "encouraged" 
and the second group, all of whom had been "discouraged." 
These applicants to the doctoral program had all been 
acted upon by the Doctoral Committee on the basis of four 
main factors: 
1. Undergraduate degree 
2. Graduate degree 
3. Score on the BUGAT 
4. Recommendations in seven areas 
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The analysis of variance of these factors was 
highly significant in each case. An F-ratio of 6.73 was 
required to be significant at the 1 per cent level. The 
lowest ratio was 12.90 on the recommendation, "Emotional 
Balance," and the highest was 68.19 on graduate grade point 
average. The analysis of variance showed that the Doctoral 
Committee was highly consistent in applying the selection 
criteria to the groups. It showed also that 1t was these 
particular factors upon which the decision to "encourage" or 
"discourage" was based. 
Compar1son of Groups 4 and 5 
The group rated "Least Promising" was then com-
pared wi~h the group rated "Most Promis1ng" on the basis 
of answers received to the questionnaire, information 
conta1ned on the data sheet and in the records, and per-
sonal interviews with the following three variables show-
ing significance: 
Permanent residence in relation to Boston Uni-
versity. The comparison of the two groups was significant 
beyond the .05 level of confidence. The permanent resi-
dence of a larger proportion of graduates rated "Most 
Promising" was within ten miles or beyond one hundred 
miles. 
Position held at time of "encouragement." The 
comparison of the two groups was significant at the .05 
on this variable. A larger proportion of graduates rated 
"Least Promising" were teachers at the time of encourage-
ment. A larger proportion of graduates rated "Most Prom-
ising" were administrators or h~ld other positions in 
education at the time of encouragement. 
Type of student attendance. The comparison of 
the two groups was significant at the .05 level of confi-
dence. A significantly greater number of graduates rated 
"Most Promising" attended full-time. A large proportion 
of graduates rated "Least Promising" attended either part-
time or some full-time and some part-time. 
All other factors tested were not statistically 
significant. 
The groups were then compared on the basis of 
their answers to four open-ended questions at the end of 
the questionnaire. 
To question: ~hy did you decide to undertake 
doctoral studies? the group rated "Most Promising" dif-
fered from the group rated "Least Promising" in the 
emphasis given to the factor of encouragement by other 
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people as being a prime motivator. 
To the second question: Why did you select 
Boston University in preference to other schools? the 
group rated "Most Promisirng" more often cited the influ-
ence of the faculty upon their decision to choose Boston 
University. 
The third question inquired: At what time(s) 
if any, during your period of doctorate study did you feel 
that the degree was not worth what was required? The only 
observable difference of importance between the respor1ses 
of the groups was that a greater proportion of those rated 
"Most Promising" tended to feel that never was the degree 
not worth what was required. Also the group rated "Most 
Promising'' did not mention difficulty with examinations. 
The fourth question asked: Nhat factor(s) ffioti-
vated you to finish your degree? A greater proportion of 
graduates rated "Most Promising" than rated "Least Promis-
ing cited the encouragement by family, advisors, and 
faculty as being factors of importance in the finishing of 
the degree. The group of graduates rated "Most Promising" 
also mentioned in greater proportion the factor of having 
the habit of finishing what was started. 
198 
199 
Of the five questions posed in the personal 
interviews with selected graduates who had been rated 
"Least Promising" or "Most Promising" only two questions 
appeared to distinguish in any way between the groups. 
These two (Questions 4 and 5 on the Interview Guide, 
Appendix H) concerned the perceived strengths and weak-
nesses of the graduates at the time the Doctoral Committee 
encouraged them to start the doctoral program. 
While the number of graduates interviewed is 
too limited to provide a base on which to draw conclu-
sions, several slight trends were noted. 
Graduates rated "Most Promising" tended to men-
tion most often the value of their professional experience 
as an asset or their lack of it as a weakness. 
The group of graduates rated "Least Promising0 
tended to minimize expression and recognition of perceived 
weaknesses, and mentioned more often the fact that they 
were inclined to undertake more than they were able to do. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS 
AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to identify fac-
tors related to success in the doctoral program at Boston 
University School of Education, to analyze the relative 
importance and frequency of the factors, and to draw 
implications and tentative conclusions from the factors. 
The subjects in the five groups studied were 
all applicants to the doctoral program at Boston Univer-
sity School of Education, some of whom graduated, some of 
whom did not. Data for the first three groups were taken 
from the records of the School of Education in the Regis-
trar's Office commencing with the files closed as of 
August 1959 and going back, taking every case through 
1955 for Group 1, through 1952 for Group 2, and through 
1953 for Group 3. Data for the last two groups were 
obtained from a questionnaire, data sheet, interviews of 
graduates and inspection of their records, covering the 
period 1933-1959. 
The designation of the groups was made on the 
following basis: 
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Group 1 "Encouraged" and graduated 
Group 2 "Encouraged" but not graduated 
Group 3 "Discouraged" 
Group 4 Graduated, designated "Least Promising" 
Group 5 Graduated, designated "Most Promising" 
Applicants to the doctoral program at Boston 
University School of Education have been "encouraged" or 
"discouraged" mainly on the basis of four factors: 
1. Undergraduate grade point average 
2. Graduate grade point average 
3. Score on the BUGAT 
4. Recommendations in seven areas 
Comparison of Groups 1 and 2 
A group of graduates was first compared with a 
group of non-graduates, both of whom had been "encouraged" 
by the doctoral committee, to see if there were signifi-
cant differences between the groups on these four items. 
An F-ratio showed no significant differences between the 
groups on any of these factors. However, total average 
recommendations were significant at the .05 level. 
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The graduated group was then compared with the 
non-graduated group to determine if there were significant 
differences between the groups on the basis of twenty vari-
ables: 
1. Age 
2. Experience 
3. Months between''encouraged" and proposal action 
4. Undergraduate degree 
5. Graduate degree 
6. Undergraduate school 
7. Graduate school 
8. Sex 
9. Marital status 
10. Residence in relation to Boston University 
11. Author of a Master's thesis 
12. Position 
13. Program from which accepted 
14. Full-time or part-time study planned 
15. Department of Specialization 
16. Staff member of Boston University School of 
Education 
17. Number of Advisors 
18. Advisor a member of the Doctoral Committee 
at time of proposal hearing 
19. Type of dissertation 
20. Action on proposal 
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The following variables were found to be signifi-
cant in the comparison of Group 1 with Group 2. 
Total recommendations. The graduates as a group 
received higher total recommendations than the non-graduates. 
This factor was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
Sex. A significantly larger proportion of women 
than men graduated from the doctoral program in this sample. 
This factor was significant at the .05 level of confidence. 
Marital status. This factor was significant at 
the .01 level of confidence. A greater proportion of 
single students graduated than married. 
Program from which accepted. This factor was 
significant at the .01 level. A greater proportion of 
graduates transferred from the GAGS program to the doc-
toral program than did non-graduates. Also, a signifi-
cantly greater proportion of graduates than non-graduates 
received their GAGS before entering the doctoral program. 
Full-time or part-time study planned. This 
factor was significant beyond the .05 level. A signifi-
cantly greater proportion of graduates than non-graduates 
planned to undertake doctond studies as full-time students. 
Department of Specialization. This factor was 
significant beyond the .05 level. There was a smaller 
proportion of graduates than non-graduates in the fields of 
Administration and Supervision, Guidance and Counseling, 
and Secondry Education. There was a larger proportion of 
graduates than non-graduates in the fields of Elementary 
Education, and the combined fields of Health, Physical 
Education and Recreation. 
Staff member of the School of Education. This 
factor was significant beyond the .01 level. A greater 
proportion of graduates than non-graduates were staff 
members of the School of Education. 
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Number of advisors. This factor was significant 
beyond the .01 level. A greater proportion of graduates than 
non-graduates had two advisors. It should be understood that 
if the major advisor was the same person as the temporary 
advisor, the applicant was deemed to have had one major advi-
sor. If they were different, he was deemed to have had two. 
In summary, eight factors were found to be signifi-
cant at or beyond either the .05 or .01 level. All other 
factors tested were found not to be significant. 
Comparison of Groups 1 and 2 versus Group 3 
The total group of students who were "encouraged" 
by the Doctoral Committee, both those who graduated and 
those who did not, were then compared with a group of app-
licants who had been "discouraged." The "encouraged" and 
the "discouraged" applicants were so designated by the Doc-
toral Committee mainly on the basis of the four factors men-
tioned on page 190. The comparison was made for the purpose 
of determining if there were any significant differences 
between the groups on the above four factors. The differences 
were highly significant in each case beyond the .01 level. 
This indicated that the Doctoral Committee used these cri-
teria and was consistent in applying each of the criterion 
to applicants to the doctoral program. 
Comparison of Groups 4 and 5 
A group of graduates rated by their major advisors 
as "Least Promising" were compared with a group designated 
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by their major advisors as "Most Promising" on the basis of 
their responses to an anonymous questionnaire, a data sheet, 
a personal interview, and on the basis of information con-
tained in their records for the purpose of finding additional 
factors related to success in the doctoral program, and 
determining what factors, if any, were sufficiently discrim-
inatory to distinguish between the groups. 
Analysis of responses to these questions showed 
the following results: 
Permanent residence in relation to Boston Uni-
versity. This factor was significant at the .05 level of 
confidence. A greater proportion of graduates rated "Most 
Promising" were either permanent residents within ten miles 
of Boston University or maintained permanent residences 
beyond one hundred miles from Boston University. 
Position. This factor was significant at the 
.05 level of confidence. A greater proportion of grad-
uates rated "Most Promising" were administrators in edu-
cation than were those graduates rated "Least Promising." 
Only twc factors were found to be significant 
in distinguishing between the two groups. All others 
were found not to be significant. 
The graduates rated "Most Promising" were then 
compared with those rated "Least Promising" on the basis 
of their answers to the following questions: 
Question 13. If your advisor was chosen by you, 
rather than being assigned without reference to your 
choice, upon what basis was the choice made{ 
The responses of the graduates could not be 
dealt with statistically. The only observable differ-
ence between the groups was that in general the group of 
graduates rated "Most Promising" more often c~ose their 
advisors because of previous acquaintance with them, or 
because the advisor chosen at the doctoral level had 
also served in a similar capacity at the Master's level. 
Question 27. 
doctoral studies? 
Why did you decide to undertake 
To this question, the chief observed difference 
between the group rated "Least Promising" and the group 
rated "Most Promising" was that the latter group men-
tioned more often the factor of encouragement by others 
as having meaning and motivation to them. 
Question 28. Why did you select Boston Uni-
versity in preference to other schools? 
In response to this question, the main differ-
ence noted was that the group rated "Most Promising" men-
tioned more than twice as often as did the group rated 
"Least Promising• the influence of the faculty upon their 
selection of Boston University. 
Question 29. At what time(s), if any, during 
your period of doctorate study did you feel that the 
degree was not worth what was required? 
The greater proportion of the graduates rated 
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"Most Promising'' never felt that the degree was not 
worth what was required. In addition, this group did 
not mention difficulty with examinations, as did the 
group rated "Least Promising." 
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CONCLUSIONS 
On the basis of this study, it may be concluded 
that 
1. There are identifiable factors related to 
success in doctoral study at Boston University School of 
Education. 
2. The criteria employed by the Doctoral Com-
mittee is not sufficient to distinguish between those 
applicants who graduated from the program and those who 
did not. 
3. The criteria used by the Doctoral Committee 
is very adequate to distinguish between those whom the 
Committee discouraged from doctoral study and those whom 
the Committee encouraged in doctoral study. 
4. The Doctoral Committee is consistent in 
applying the criteria to those applicants whom they dis-
courage. 
5. The attitudes of graduates rated by their 
advisors as Most Promising indicate a high degree of 
identity with their families, friends, advisors and 
professors. Their personal relationships with these 
people have unusual meaning and motivation to them. 
6. Success, by any definition, is not encap-
suled in any one factor. It is a combination of many 
complex factors. 
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Limitations 
The study as set forth in this chapter was sub-
ject to the following general limitations: 
1. The usual and near universal difficulty of 
identifying and quantifying measures of success. 
2. The study of the five groups was limited to 
subjects who have applied, entered, and graduated from the 
doctoral program of Boston University School of Education; 
those who applied, entered, and failed to graduate from 
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the program; and those who applied but were not admitted 
except on entrance variables. No comparison could be made 
between the graduates and the non-graduates except in areas 
of commonality. 
3. The study is limited by the number of sub-
jects in each of the five groups, particularly the last two 
groups. 
4. The study of all five groups is limited by 
the time limits imposed. 
Any attempt to generalize from this group to 
other populations must be appraised in the light of these 
limitations. 
The first three groups have the following speci-
fic limitations: 
1. The study of Groups 1, 2, and 3 with respect 
to the grade point average variable is limited by the 
reflection in the grade point average of the various grad-
ing systems in use in the different colleges and univer-
sities from which the applicants graduated, and the 
teachers who graded according to the various systems. 
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2. The comparisons of Groups 1, 2, and 3 on the 
variable of Score on the Boston University General Associ-
ation Test is limited by the nature of the Test. 
3. The study of Groups 1, 2, and 3 is limited 
by the subjectivity of the ratings of advisors on seven 
areas included in the recommendations of the subjects. 
The last two groups have the following specific 
limitations: 
1. The comparison of Groups 4 and 5 is limited 
by the fact that they are homogeneous to an unusual degree: 
i. e., they were made a select group by the encouragement 
in the program by the Doctoral Committee; by graduation 
from the program they became a more select group; the 
rating of the major advisor placed them in a still more 
exclusive group. 
2. The study of Groups 4 and 5 is limited by 
the method of arriving at the ratings which separated the 
graduates into two groups. Subjectivity and bias are 
inherent in all rating procedures. These limit the value 
of the ratings. 
3. The study of Groups 4 and 5 is limited by 
the fact that no criteria were given the raters by which 
they could assign the grouping of the graduates. 
This is not a prediction but a correlation 
study. 
No attempt has been made to indicate or ana-
lyze what relationships, if any, existed between the 
variables tested. Each variable was treated individu-
ally. 
Suggestions for further research 
The present study suggests several lines of 
further investigation. Research appears to be the father 
of more research, and initial interest generates further 
and other interests. Many •tudies are necessary before 
a pool of knowledge can yield sufficient evidence upon 
which to base conclusions. 
Study of graduates. Aside from studying gradu-
ates during their program of studies, investigation might 
well be centered on their post-graduation activities 
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using such ultimate criteria of success as annual earn-
ings, rank on the job, level of work, number of changes in 
position, promotions, quality of work as judged by super-
visors and interest in work. 
Study of drop-outs. Worthwhile findings might 
evolve from a study of applicants to the doctoral pro-
gram who did not complete the program. Why did they dis-
continue studies? What were the stated reasons? Where 
did they go? What are they doing? Information on these 
and other questions could be gained not only from the 
student but from his major advisor, the registrar if a 
"closing" interview was had, the Director of Graduate 
Studies, and possibly members of the faculty. 
Search for other factors related to success. 
While this study has shown some factors which appear to 
be related to success in the doctoral program, and some 
which do not, another study differently conceived and 
executed using other variables and criteria could well 
explore other factors that are no doubt related to suc-
cess such as motivation, personality, adjustment, matur-
ity, interests, and attitudes. 
Prediction study on the BUGAT. Since 1944 this 
test has been given to applicants to the doctoral program. 
No study has been made using doctoral applicants to ascer-
tain what, if any, predictive value it possesses for 
selected candidates in the doctoral program. 
Study of doctoral dissertations. The produc-
tion of a dissertation is the center of the doctoral pro-
gram, yet among those accepted by the Doctoral Committee 
there is great variation. A study of the comparative 
quality and quantity of the dissertations would be 
enlightening, to what extent they indicated independent 
study and thought, to what extent they showed creativity, 
and, among other factors, whether and to what degree the 
dissertations were a significant contribution to knowledge 
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or instruments of research training. 
Several other questions have not been answered 
by research to date. To what extent are doctoral appli-
cants and graduates self-actualizing people as defined by 
Maslow? What is their frustration tolerance level? How 
can research interest and ability be measured and evalu-
ated? What are the needs of doctoral candidates as per-
ceived by themselves, their colleagues, their advisors, 
their professors, and administrative officers? 
Appendix A 
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and 
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Appendix A 
Work card for Groups 1 and 2 
Name ,~ __ UG degree Where __ _ 
Under-grad GPA __ : = Grad deg Where __ _ 
Recommendations 1 __ 2 ______ 3 __ ,,_ 
4 --~-5 __ 6 ____ ,, ___ 7 __ _ 
Score on the Bugat_~:--:-:----~,--,··--­
At time encouraged: 
Age Sex Single Marr Div Wid 
'---;--Residence:Wi 10 mi BU __ ;Wi lOO __ ;Wi 200 __ ;Beyond __ 
Author Master's thesis: Yes ;No 
Total years' experience in education ____ 
Accepted from Master's Prog __ ; From GAGS prog __ ; 
Reed GAGS __ 
Full-time student __ : Part time __ 
Dept. of Doctoral Special ________ _ 
Staff member BUSED: Yes __ ;No __ 
No, of advisors Adv. Mem. of Doc. Com: Yes __ l,o 
Type of dissert: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
Years between "encouraged" and problem hearing:_.,-__ 
First proposal: Accepted __ Not accepted __ Revi"ed __ _ 
Written: Yes __ No __ : Oral: Yes __ No __ 
____ ., __ ,, . 
Work tard for Group 3 
_____ , ___ --'~' 
Name __ _ 
Under-graduate GPA, ____ -------=-----
Graduate GPA ____ : ______ __ 
Bugat Score: ___________ : 
Re cornrne nda ti ons: 1 _______ 2 _____ __ 3 __ _ 
4 ___ _ 
__ 5 ______ 6 __ _ ____ 7 ___ _ 
----- _,_ ----, 
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Appendix B 
A Questionnaire 
A QUESTIONNAIRE 
"Factors Related to Success 
in Doctoral Study" 
THESBA N. JOHNSTON 
SCHOOL OF EDUCATION 
BOSTON UNIVERSITY 
., 
I. Were you especially encour-
aged to start doctoral studies 
by a member of the faculty 
at Boston University? 
2. Were offers of scholarships, fel-
lowships, assistantships or sti-
pends made to you? 
3. If "yes," were they the deciding 
factor in your choice 7 
4. Were housing conditions gen-
erally satisfactory? 
5. In your opinion, were your fin-
ances upon entrance to the pro-
gram adequate for the ex-
pected duration of your 
studies? 
6. Did your financial status change 
materially during the program? 
7. If No. 6 answered "yes," did 
this necessitate changes in your 
program or work? 
8. Did you receive scholarship (s) 
or loans? 
CHECK ONE 
YES NO 
9. Was your health good upon 
entrance upon the program 7 
I 0. Did it remain so during your 
period of study? 
II. Did environmental factors such 
as births, deaths, or serious 
illness within your immediate 
family affect your program 7 
12. Was your advisor chosen by 
you. rather than being assigned 
without reference to your 
choice? 
13. If "yes" upon what basis? 
14. Was your advisor changed 
during your program 7 
If "Yes.'' how many times? __ 
YES NO 
Please check one: 
D By administrative action. such as termination 
of duties, on leave, etc. 
D At your request 7 
D At your advisor's request? 
D Other _______________________________________________________________ _ 
15. Did you feel your advisor was (Check one) 
(I) always available? 
(2) usually available? 
(3) occasionally available? 
(4) seldom available 
(5) usually unavailable? 
16. Did you feel your advisor was sensitive to your 
needs and feelings? (Check one) 
(I) always 
(2) usually 
(3) occasionally 
(4) seldom 
(5) rarely 
17. Did you feel your advisor was (Check one) 
( I ) highly competent 
(2) quite competent 
(3) incompetent 
18. Was your academic progress 
generally satisfactory to you? 
YES NO 
CHECK ONE 
19. Did you feel that the quality of the content of 
your courses was 
( I ) highly satisfactory 
(2) generally satisfactory 
(3) good 
( 4) somewhat unsatisfactory 
(5) poor 
20. Did you consider your degree of freedom in 
course selection as being 
(I) high 
(2) medium 
(3) low 
21. Did you consider the degree requirements with 
respect to 
too low 
( I ) entrance 
(2) courses 
(3) examinations 
(4) dissertation 
22. Were courses scheduled at con-
venient times for your employ-
ment? 
23. Did the removal of the person 
upon whom you were financially 
dependent affect your pro-
gram? 
24. Did military service interrupt 
your studies? 
25. Did you have adequate time 
time to study? 
satis. too high 
YES NO 
., 
26. During the course of your program, to what 
degree did each of the following words describe 
you7 
Independent 
Hard Worker 
Religious 
Persistent 
Dedicated 
A 11 driver11 
Ambitious 
Creative 
No Small 
Deg. Deg. 
Mod High Outstd. 
Deg. Deg. Deg. 
27. Why did you decide to undertake doctoral 
studies? 
28. Why did you select Boston University in prefer-
ence to other schools? 
• • • 
29. 
., 
• 
At ·wliat time(s), if any, during your period of 
doctorate stucly did you feel that the degree 
was not worth what was required? 
30. What factor(s) motivated you to finish your 
degree? 
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lease answer as of the date you were "encouraged" by the Doctoral Committee: 
Age: 20-24 ________ : 25-29 _______ : 30-34 _____ : 35-39 ________ : 40-44 ________ : 45-49 ________ : 50-54 ________ : 55-59 ________ , 
Sex: Male ________ : Female ________ , 
Marital status: Married _______ : Single _______ : Divorced. ______ : Widowed ________ , 
Permanent Residence in relation to Boston University: 
Type of undergraduate degree: 
B. S. 
B. Ed. 
B. S. in Ed. 
A. B. 
LL.B. 
B. B.A. 
Within I 0 miles _____ _ 
Within I 00 " 
Within 200 " 
Beyond 200 " 
Th. B. 
Other 
(Please state) 
Wrote Master's Thesis ________ : Did not write Master's Thesis ________ , 
Accepted to Doctoral study: From Master's Program ______ : From CAGS program ______ : Received CAGS ______ , 
Position: Teacher ________ : Administrator or Supervisor in Education ________ : Special Service in Education ________ : 
Other ________ : Not in Education ________ , 
Total number of years' experience in education: 
0-2 years 
3-5 years 
6-10 years 
11-15 years 
16-20 years 
21-30 years 
More than 30 years 
Full-time student (At least 12 hours each semester untif course work completed J ________ ; Semesters _______ , 
Part-time student ________ ; Semesters ________ , 
fter you were "encouraged" by the Doctoral Committee: 
Were you a staff member of the School of -~tion? Yes________ No ________ , 
Type of dissertation written: 
Survey- Questionnaire 
Survey- Testing 
Survey- Directed Observation 
Survey- Combination 
Survey- Interview, 
Questionnaire 
Experimental- Laboratory 
Experimental- Evaluation of 
Materials or Methods 
,-
Department of Specialization in Doctoral Study ___ _ 
Historical 
Prediction Study 
Case Study 
Philosophical 
Curriculum Construction 
Test Construction and Validation 
Test Valid. of Standard. Instrument 
Review of Research 
Textbook Analysis 
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Appendix D 
Name of Faculty Member 
Professor of Education 
Boston University 
Boston, Massachusetts 
Dear Doctor Blank 
May 2, 1960 
As a professor of Education at Boston University you are 
interested, I know, in maintaining and increasing the 
high quality of doctoral candidates who graduate frnm 
the School of Education. 
In an endeavor to identify factors related to success 
in the doctoral program, your cooperation is solicited 
in making choices from the list of graduates below to 
whom, according to available records, you have been major 
advisor and first reader. 
It is requested that you designate (number) candidate(s) 
whom you rate "Most Promising" and (number) whom you rate 
"Least Promising." Your designation as to category, made 
to the writer's advisor, Dr. Henry Isaksen, either in 
person, by telephone, or letter, will be known only to 
you and him. Needless to say, the necessary precautions 
will be taken to insure that no one else will ever have 
access to your ratings. 
A questionnaire to be answered anonymously and a personal 
data sheet will be sent separately to each graduate so 
designated. Some will, in addition, be interviewed 
personally. 
Your consideration to this request and participation in 
the doctoral study will be sincerely appreciated. Should 
you desire to see the complete dissertation proposal, 
please let me know. 
Sincerely yours 
(Mrs.) Thesba N. Johnston 
List of graduates 
221 
Appendix E 
Copy of first letter to graduates 
in Groups 4 and 5 
Doctor Blank 
Street 
Town, State 
Dear Doctor Blank 
Room 432 BUSED 
June 3, 1960 
As an alumnus of Boston University you are interested, I 
know, in maintaining and increasing the high quality of 
doctoral candidates, who like yourself, graduated from 
the School of Education. 
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A doctoral study is now under way to endeavor to identify 
factors related to success in the doctoral program. Out 
of this, hopefully, will come information that will enable 
the University to provide an even better program. For 
this purpose, a questionnaire and data sheet are enclosed, 
which I hope you will be willing to answer promptly, 
thoughtfully, and anonymously. 
In answering some questions, I am mindful that the 
responses we sometimes give may be considerably different 
from the "real" reasons. It is hoped, therefore, that the 
"open-ended" questions will elicit responses beyond the 
usual, culturally acceptable, professional answers, and 
educe basic, thoughtful replies. 
Your name will not be connected with your questionnaire, 
data sheet, or this study either directly or indirectly. 
I assure you no one will have access to the responses. 
Since you have gone through the procedure in which I am 
engaged, you can look back on it now with a lot more 
objectivity and perspective than I can. Therefore, your 
opinion will be very valuable on this part of the disser-
tation. I hope you will be as considerate in replying as 
I am sure you wished the respondents of your study to be. 
Sincerely yours 
(Mrs.) Thesba N. Johnston 
Enclosures 3 
Appendix F 
Copy of second letter to graduates 
in Groups 4 and 5 
Doctor Blank 
Street 
City and State 
Dear Doctor Blank 
Appe ndi.!...£ 
Room 432 BUSED 
June 28, 1960 
It was most encouraging that 50 per cent of the 
questionnaires and data sheets sent you on June 3 
were returned within 10 days of their mailiny. As 
of today ZO per cent have responded. Your prompt-
ness was sincerely appreciated, if yours was among 
that number, as were the words of interest and 
encouragement. 
While members of this study represented graduates 
selected from the period 1933-1959, only a select 
70 of 261 graduates were asked to participate. If you 
haven't returned your questionnaire and data sheet, I 
sincerely hope you will od so at the earliest possible 
moment. 
I realize you are very busy, but the signltlcance of 
your contribution of data and judgment can hardly be 
over-estimated. I look forward to hearing from you. 
Sincerely yours 
Thesba N. Johnston 
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Appendix G 
Copy of third letter to graduates 
in Groups 4 and 5 
Doctor Blank 
Town 
State 
Dear Doctor Blank 
Appendix ~ 
Room 460 
School of Education 
October 26, 1960 
The data for the study "Factors Related to Success in 
Doctoral Study" at Boston University School of Education, 
of which you are a part, is nearly ready to be processed. 
If you have returned your questionnaire and data sheet 
which I mailed you in June, many thanks. 
If you have received the questionnaire and data sheet 
but have not completed it, would you do so now? About 
20 per cent of the group have not returned their ques-
tionnaire as yet. I should like to give each member of 
the group every opportunity to be in the study, but the 
pressure of time compels me to set the deadline for 
inclusion of data at November 4. 
If you have misplaced the material, I shall be glad to 
replace it if you will send me a card with your name and 
address on it. May I hear from you? 
Sincerely yours 
(Mrs.) Thesba N. Johnston 
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Appendix H 
Interview Guide 
Appendix H 
Interview Guide 
1. #hat action did you take to pursue doctoral study? 
Give up full-time position 
Took sabbatical or leave of absence 
Took a part-time position 
Continued in position held upon entry 
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2. In rank order what three things do you value highest 
in life? 
3. What do you conceive as your basic motive in life? 
4. At the time of your encouragement by the Doctoral 
Committee, what were your three greatest strengths 
or assets? 
5. What evidences can you give for each of the fore-
going? 
6. At the time of your encouragement by the Doctoral 
Committee, what were your three greatest 
liabilities or weaknesses? 
7. What evidences can you give for each of the fore-
going? 
Appendix I 
Detail of 
Analysis of variance tables 
TABLE 1-A 
Analysis Of Variance of 
Undergraduate Grade Point Average 
Source Sum of Square df Mean Square 
Among 142.3 1 142.3 
Within 520407.2 199 2615.1 
Total 520549.5 200 
*Significant at the 5 per cent level 
**Significant at the 1 per cent level 
TABLE 2-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Graduate Grade Point Average 
Source Sum of Square df Kean Square 
Among 212.2 1 2122 
Within 220334.6 99 11072 
Total 220546.8 200 
F 
.05 
F 
.19 
231 
Source 
Among 
Within 
Total 
Source 
Among 
Within 
Total 
Sum of Square 
16887 
5447093 
5463980 
TABLE 3-A 
Analysis o! Variance o! 
Bugat Score 
di' Mean Square 
1 16887 
99 27372 
200 
TABLE 4-A 
F 
.62 
Analysis of Variance of 
Recommendation - Scholarship in the Field 
Sum of Square df )(ean Square F 
4.2 1 42 .22 
3850.0 99 193 
3854.2 200 
232 
TABLE 5-A 
Analysis o! Variance o! 
Recommendation - Probable Success in Doctoral Study 
Source 
.Alnong 
Within 
Total 
Sum of Square df Mean Square 
31.2 
4078.3 
4109.5 
1 312 
99 205 
200 
TABLE 6-A 
Analysis o! Variance o! 
F 
1.52 
Recommendation - Character and Personal Integrity 
Source Sum of Square df Mean Square F 
.Alnong 28.7 1 287 3. 59 
Within 1533.1 99 80 
Total 1611.8 200 
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Source 
Among 
Within 
Total 
Source 
Among 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 7-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Recommendation - Emotional Balance 
Sl.llll of Square df Mean Square F 
44.9 1 449 2.63 
3408.7 99 171 
. 
345 3. 6 200 
TABLE 8-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Recommendation - Professional Promise 
Sum of Square df Kean Square F 
13.0 1 130 1.08 
2379.0 99 120 
2392.0 200 
234 
Source 
Alllong 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 9-A 
Analysis ot Variance of 
Recommendatjop- Syccess as a Teacher 
Sum of Square elf Mean Square 
61.5 
3884.7 
3946.2 
1 615 
99 195 
200 
TABLE 10-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
F 
3.15 
Recommendation - Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others 
Source Sum of Square df Jlean Square F 
Alllong 59.7 1 597 2.99 
Within 3983.3 99 200 
Total 4043.0 200 
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Source 
Among 
Within 
Total 
Source 
Among 
Within 
Total 
Sum o! Square 
9.8 
9715.8 
9725.6 
TABLE 11-A 
Analysis o! Variance o! 
Age in Years 
df' Mean Square 
1 9.8 
99 48.8 
200 
TABLE 12-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Experience in Education 
Sum of Square df Kean Square 
221.5 l 221.5 
9419.4 99 47.3 
9640.9 200 
*Significant at the 5 per cent level 
236 
F 
.20 
F 
4.68 
* 
Source 
.Among 
Within 
Total 
Source 
.Among 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 13-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Months between ''Encouraged" and Proposal Action 
S= of Square df Mean Square 
291.0 l 291.0 
34732.5 146 237.9 
35023.5 147 
TABLE 31-A 
Analysis o:f Variance o:f 
Undergraduate Grade Point Ayerage 
Sum of Square df Kean Square 
F 
1.22 
F 
57219.5 l 572195 23.68 
712839.2 295 24164 
770058.7 296 
** 
**Significant at the l per cent level 
237 
Source Sum 
.Among 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 32-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Graduate Grade Point Ayera~e 
of Square df Mean Square 
67170.6 1 671706 
290594.4 295 9851 
357765.0 296 
**Significant at the 1 per cent level 
Source 
.Among 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 33-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Bugat Score 
Sum of Square df llean Square 
127934.5 1 1279345 
932540.5 295 31612 
1060475.0 296 
**Significant at the l per cent level 
238 
F 
68.19 
** 
F 
40.47 
** 
Source 
.Among 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 34-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
Recommendation - Scholarship in the Field 
Sum of Square d1' Mean Square F 
1271.0 1 12710 61.11 
6126.6 295 208 
7397.6 
**Significant at the 1 per cent level 
TABLE 35-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
** 
Recommendation - Probable Success in Doctoral Study 
Source Sum of Square df )(ean Square F 
.Among 14192 1, 14192 59.63 ** 
Within 70355 295 238 
Total 84547 296 
**Significant at the 1 per cent level 
239 
240 
TABU: 36-A 
.Analysis ot Variance o! 
Recommendation - Character and Personal Integrity 
Source Sum of Square df Mean Square F 
.Among 339.8 , 3398 30.07 ~ ** 
Within 3346.3 295 113 
Total 3686.1 296 
**Significant at the l per cent level 
TABLE 37-A 
.Analysis of Variance of 
Recommendation - Emotional Balance 
Source Sum of Square df )lean Square F 
.Among 234.8 1 2348 12.90 ** 
Within 5 37 3. 4 295 182 
Total 5608.2 296 
**Significant at the l per cent level 
Source 
.Alnong 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 38-A 
Analysis o! Variance o! 
Recommendation - Professional Promise 
Sum of Square elf' Mean Square F 
858.9 l 8589 65.56 
3872.6 295 131 
47 31.5 296 
**Significant at the l per cent level 
Source 
.Alnong 
Within 
Total 
TABLE 39-Jl 
Analysis of Variance of 
Recommendation - Success as a Teacher 
Sum of Square df llean Square F 
739.2 1 7392 33.30 
6543.9 295 222 
7283.1 296 
Significant at the 1 per cent level 
241 
** 
** 
TABD!: 40-A 
Analysis o! Variance o! 
242 
Recommendation - Ability to Win the Cooperation of Others 
Source S1DII of Square df Mean Square 
Among 312.5 1 3125 
Within 6188.2 295 210 
Total 6500.7 296 
**Significant at the 1 per cent level 
TABLE 50-A 
Analysis of Variance of 
F 
14.88 ** 
Total Number of Semesters taken to Complete Program 
Source Sum of Square df Jlean Square F 
Among 33.16 1 33.16 3.33 
Within 358.03 36 9.95 
Total 391.19 37 
Appendix J 
Transcript of Interviews with selected graduates 
of Groups 4 and 5 
Graduate A 
1. In order to pursue doctoral study, I went to school and 
retained my full-time employment. I didn't feel that I could 
afford to give up everything for school. Figured I could 
sacrifice some of my personal desires rather than be com-
pletely broke all the time while in school. 
2. My basic motive in life is to make my family as happy as 
possible. This may sound just a little strange to you. I 
imagine you may think I have little interest in my family, 
but I do. Suppose we all just show our feelings a little 
differently. 
3. The three things I value highest in life are 
a) Family relationships, 
b) a chance to do work which is rewarding and useful--
not in a monetary sense but in a sense of satisfaction, 
c) friendships. 
I do think highly of my family and the relationships 
which abound. Sometimes I'm quite gruff with them, but 
nevertheless, my family is the number one item in my life. 
Work is very rewarding to me, especially work which is 
satisfying. I thoroughly enjoyworking in my chosen field, 
and if I couldn't work in it, well, there just wouldn't be 
too much to live for except for my family; and then I don't 
suppose I'd treat them right if I weren't happy in my job. 
Friends mean so much to me. I like to be with people, 
associate with them, exchange ideas. I've always had quite 
a few friends, although I realize that it is not a broad 
group. By that I mean, they all come from one area of 
vocation and interests. But I value them highly and would 
do nothing knowingly to mar the friendship. 
4. My greatest assets at the time I was encouraged were 
health and energy. It's just no longer with me now, but, 
boy, it sure was. I abounded in it, and could drive myself 
unmercifully. I worked all day, besides going to school, 
and then I could study most of the hight, with just a few 
hours of sleep. Sometimes now I wonder if I overdid it. 
Pride in accomplishing what I wanted to accomplish. 
This was a--I wanted to prove to myself and others that I 
could "make the grade." I know that without this pride I 
talk about, I would have never finished my doctorate. Fin-
ally, I got so far into it that there was no point of return. 
Possibly this could be that I'm a proud individual by nature, 
but this I feel is a real asset on occasion, and it certainly 
was for my advanced schooling. 
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Opportunity to apply to my daily work what was going 
into my thesis. This was really a big boost to me. Sup-
pose I was killing two birds with one stone, and I had my 
incentive and drive to continue in my schooling. My job 
and schooling seemed to correlate with each other. Had 
it not been for this I am not so sure that I could or 
would have completed my doctorate. 
5. As to weaknesses, I don't ~hink you would believe rne 
on my answers to this question. Frankly, I don't particu-
larly feel I have any weaknesses or serious draw-backs. Oh, 
I don't mean to appear egotistical, but I've learned over 
the years not to recognize '·'Iea;-:;,esses, but rather turn them 
into strengths. So I really don't feel that I had particularly 
any of them when I was encouraged. Guels I could give you 
a few lit,tle ones likes 
Getting sleepy when I should have been working. Like I 
say, I was holding down a full-time job, along with going 
to school. That used to get quite discouraging and tiring. 
The time my schooling took me away from my family was a 
very discouraging and disconcerting experience for me. I 
didn't like that at all. 
Financial resources were also my weakness, if you want 
to call it that. Like I said before, I am proud. My pride 
was really miffed when I had to get by on so little and not 
do or keep up with the activities in which my friends parti-
cipated. 
I'm sure these are not the answers you may be looking 
for, but that's just the way the question appeals to me. 
Outside of what I 1 ve said, I really didn't have any prob-
lems or weaknesses. 
Graduate B 
1. To pursue doctoral work, I kept my full-time job and 
worked on the doctoral program part-time. 
2. My basic motive in life is to provide well for my wife 
and children. 
3. The three things I value highest in life are 
a) Security for my family. This is one of the reasons 
I undertook the degree. 
b) The limited ability I have to offer assistance to 
people in the community and to my students. I assist in the 
community by being chairman of the Red Cross drive, and 
March of Dimes, etc. I enjoy helping my students grow, 
develop, and achieve to be a credit to themselves and the 
institution and the training they have received. 
c) The time and money to travel. I put a high value 
on this, although I have not traveled widely yet. It is 
one of the things to which I look forward. I enjoy meeting 
new people and seeing new things. 
4. My three greatest assets at the time I was encouraged 
by the Doctoral Committee were my wife, first. Her intelli-
gence and classroom experience, her interest in my obtaining 
the degree, being willing to pay whatever price was required, 
her willingness to continue teaching after marriage, and to 
help in such things as typing on the dissertation was an 
inestimable asset to me. 
My superintendent and school committee. They were gen-
erous in allowing me to take off from work whatever time 
was necessary to complete the study, which was set in our 
community. They gave complete agreement and cooperation in 
the study, and freely made available reference material that 
would have been difficult to obtain from other sources. 
Professors on the faculty at Boston University, espec-
ially those who lived in my area and whom I knew socially. 
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They gave me confidence; they gave me time and their interest. 
Before my problem hearing several of them sat down with me and 
went over it carefully, and they were not even on my committee. 
Interest over and above the call of duty meant a great deal. 
They ~e me all kinds of time. 
5. The three greatest weaknesses I felt at the time of my 
encouragement were that I try to do too much. At the time of 
my encouragement in the program and thereafter, I was teach-
ing summer school, teaching at a university during the week 
in the evenings, and holding down a full-time job. In 
addition, there were many meetings at night for an adminis-
trator. 
My education was weak in spots. There were two areas 
in which I feel everyone should have by the time they 
receive the doctor's degree, psychology and guidance. I 
had not had them, so I took extra courses in order to make 
up my deficiency. 
A physical weakness which developed as I gathered and 
processed data. Severe eye strain required that I suspend 
close work for three or four months. This set me back 
about a year in graduating from the program. 
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Graduate C 
1. In order to pursue doctoral study, I gave up a full-time 
position and studied full time. I took no new position. 
2. My basic motive in life in my professional undertakings 
and in private undertakings is to attempt to live just as 
fully as possible and make use of what each twenty-four 
hours holds that is possible. I gain great satisfaction 
from my work, in all situations, whether I am participating 
or even observing. I find many fascinating things close at 
hand, in this country and in the world. 
3. The three things I value highest in life are 
a) Personal serenity and peace that comes from finding 
one's place in life, having found a goal and making a con-
tribution. I have had a stormy career, but can find peace 
in a small group. 
b) Money is very important. Until after I was thirty 
years old, money wasn't important. Rank, position, pensions, 
tenure, and salary didn't matter. Money is second in impor-
tance now, for while I have simple tastes, even simple tastes 
cost money. Jewelry and mink are out, but a house, a place 
at the beach, a car to get around with all cost money. Money 
is important now and important to have for the future. Not 
millions - I have no concept of that - but just living costs 
more than you think. Generally I have found that the people 
who pay the most expect the most, and it is better to work 
for these people for both self-development and the monetary 
rewardi. 
c) My profession is very important. It grows more 
important as the years go by as I see less chance for perfec-
tion and the attainment of high standards. I am glad it is 
important. Everything about my profession is important: 
classroom teaching, conventions, publishing articles, etc. 
There are dissatisfactions and frustrations, but they are 
compensated for by many other worthwhile things. 
4. My three greatest assets at that time I believe were a 
high degree of interest in the area of research. This star-
ted at the Master's level, carried into all areas, and I still 
consider this to be one of my major assets. I carried on in 
the doctoral program the subject started in the Master's study. 
I follow carefully all research in my area of specialization. 
I use research in my teaching, and I publish research I have 
done. 
I have great capacity to learn as evidenced by high school 
grades during all four years. I attained the National Honor 
Society and graduated from high school among the top twenty 
out of 300 graduates. I made the Dean's List in undergraduate 
school--received a $3,000 scholarship for Master's work 
based on grades. I scored high on National Teachers Exam, 
around 700, I believe. 
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A genuine, sincere belief in the worthwhileness and 
importance of the contribution of my area of specialization 
to education. I felt my area of interest had an unusually 
great potential to contribute to the enrichment of the 
welfare of children and young people. If one did not believe 
in this, and were sensitive, one would not enter or stay in 
the profession, as my area does not have the prestige of some 
other areas in education. This area I believe has more than 
its share of negative and seemingly insoluble problems. I 
have tried to the best of my ability to educate my colleagues 
who do not understand. I have written articles. My belief 
in the importance of this work is the foundation upon which 
I base both small and large decisions. I have considered 
myself expendable in money, energy, and time, which best 
illustrates my belief in the importance of this work. 
My three greatest weaknesses at the time of my encour-
agement were that I tend to be over-critical and brusque with 
co-workers, peers, and professors, in fact with everyone 
except students. It was and is difficult for me to see poten-
tial wasted, so I sacrifice diplomacy and goodwill to attain 
the ends I deem essential. I have not cared if because of 
this I did not make a friend, or if I lost the friendship of 
a person formerly a friend. If something is needed in my 
program and is delayed pending another person's action, I 
tend to push and remind until I get results. 
I had real, nagging doubts as to the worthwhileness of 
the Doctor's Degree for me, in the doctoral program, in my 
place in the program, and what a Doctor's Degree would mean 
to me. No group of faculty or students talked over the func-
tion of the program, its objectives, and what was expected. 
When I entered the doctoral program I was not primarily 
interested in the degree. I wanted an opportunity to study 
and do research. It was not until close to the end of the 
program that I was convinced that the degree was and would be 
important. 
General immaturity. I believed what professors and 
advisors slid without questioning, and followed their advice 
with confidence. My immaturity in the doctoral program was 
shown in how I took things for granted. 
Graduate D 
1. To pursue doctoral study, I kept my full-time job, and 
did part-time study. 
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2. My basic motive in life is the belief that conscientious, 
industrious, good, hard work is the chief attribute of suc-
cess--success being defined according to my definition of 
success. We all define it differently. 
3. In rank order the thing I value highest in life is the 
individual's attainment of success, which includes every-
thing upright and outstanding--his making the most and the 
best within his capacity of every situation. 
I value the individual, and I am sure innately, indi-
viduals value other individuals based on the concept that we 
are all human, and have innate principles that are quite 
similar, even though some are conditioned in various ways. 
I would hope that everyone would recognize this fact. 
I believe individuals value each other, based on innate 
principles that we humans have individual minds. I feel the 
individual is of prime importance, and that he should be 
free. 
All other things I value high in life are subsumed under 
this, but I value the individual highest in life, and the 
worth of the individual. People are important. 
4. At time of my encouragement my three greatest assets were 
ambition. I continued study until I attained the highest 
goal in my field. There was no let up--no year off after 
college. 
Initiative. I started the program of doctoral scudies. 
I could well have stopped after earning my Master's. With 
initiative, you carry on. 
Industry. For me industry was shown in my willingness 
to keep a full-time job while working on my degree. For 
some people, this might not indicate industry. I had ups 
and downs during the term of study, including composing two 
proposals, and doing research and working on two disserta-
tions. 
As to my greatest weaknesses, I don't say this to be 
cocky, but I don't have any. You can't afford to have any 
weakness if you are going to be successful. I don't say 
this boastfully. We all analyze ourselves, and I realize 
weaknesses as they come along. It's a good thing to know 
what our weaknesses are, but it 1 s not a good thing to 
dwell on them. Our weaknesses are in the minority, so it 
is a poor thing to high-light them. I think we should put 
them in the background, put them aside, and concentrate on 
our strength. 
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Graduate E 
1. To pursue doctoral study, I kept my full-time teaching 
position. I started part-time studies. Later I took a 
half-year sabbatical to finish the thesis and course work. 
2. My basic motive in life is to get as much worthwhile 
work done, and people changed, so that the world will be 
better, according to my definition of "better." Without 
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this motive I would be lost. I am a missionary and crusader 
at heart, and am extremely radical in thinking about society. 
I could be classed as a left-wing Socialist. In religion, I 
see the need for people to live the good life and I feel 
Jesus was a model. I am Universalist in theology and read in 
the field of Eastern religions, and feel that Christianity 
has no strangle hold on what the good life is. These tenden-
cies are accentuated as life continues and I grow older. My 
feelings about other cultures is extremely permissive, and 
wide deviations from what is considered normal do not affect 
me, whether found in cultures or individuals. I have respect 
for people whose ideas are different from mine. Although I 
desire change to be made, I have come to have a detached 
feeling that insulates me from ups and downs so that I could 
be preserved even in difficult times. 
3. The three things I value highest in life are 
a) Opportunity to do the things I like, things that are 
interesting and worthwhile, independently, and on my own, with 
maximum freedom. This is a powerful driving force to me. I 
enjoy work. 
b) Family life. My wife, children and grandchildren I 
place above all others, and to the exclusion of close friends. 
Because of the closeness of my immediate family (I could be a 
Swiss Family Robinson) I have not cultivated friends, and if 
I never saw them again it would occasion no feeling of loss, 
uneasiness, or nervousness, on my part. I feel my students 
with their problems constitute my big family. 
c) The time, ability and interest in reading good liter-
ature. I am somewhat of an expert on (an American author). 
4. As my major assets at the time of encouragement by the 
Doctoral Committee, I had the ability to start long-range 
programs and nibble away at them until they were done on a 
part-time basis, keeping several lines going at once. There 
were six years between the start of my doctoral studies and 
graduation. I built a house little by little as time and 
money afforded, and later bought a house, and added to it 
over a long period of time. 
I have good intelligence. I had a rough time in college, 
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worked outside regularly and did the same thing on the 
Master's level, studied part-time and worked too. I dis-
covered while studying for my Master's that I was capable of 
good work, and that gave me courage. Up to that time I was 
very shy, lacking in self-confidence, and had a very low 
self-concept. I could not over-estimate the effect on my 
achievement of encouragement by the faculty at Boston Uni-
versity while I was a student. My appointment to the uni-
versity where I now work has been a major factor in my life. 
In my doctoral work I received only one B and one A-. The 
remainder of my grades were straight A. I obtained the 
degree and that is evidence of achievement. 
I have the ability to read rapidly with high comprehen-
sion in my field. My reading is comparable to a sound motion 
picture. My memory is high for meaningful specifics in my 
field of work. For other things, I remember easily the jist 
of it, but am not accurate on the details. I read omnivo-
rously, books, magazines, newspapers to sift what I enjoy and/ 
or need. It is not unusual for me to devour a novel in an 
evening. I read thoroughly and regularly four ma~ines and 
two daily newspapers, and read a current book out of my area 
of specialization, usually philosophy. 
5. At the time of my encouragement, one weakness was trying 
to undertake too much. Because of my planning, I tend to 
over-estimate how much I can do, so that when the time comes, 
I find I am committed to do some things that are inconvenient. 
I don't feel then that I can turn them down or give up the 
plans, because the people or organizations involved have done 
for me in the past, and while many times I can't pay the exact 
people back for what they have done for me, in another sense 
I can, by passing it on. When I was on Sabbatical leave I 
came in three times a week for university business. I take 
on professional duties (committees, speaking, consulting) 
that are not highly interesting or related to my present 
goals or needs, but do them just the same. 
Lack of truthfulness and accur~cy outside my field of 
specialization. In my professional work I am most exacting 
with myself and others in objectivity and accuracy, and am 
dedicated to ultimate reality. Otherwise, I am an accom-
plished liar and a romanticist at heart. I tend to emotion-
alize all experiences with illustrations, I take general 
s1tuations and personalize them. I enjoy writing poetry and 
imaginative stores. I like to entertain, and can make a good 
story out of a mundane situation by adding color and spice. 
It is innocent pleasure, as I am careful never to hurt people. 
Extreme basic insecurity from early life up to and includ-
ing the present in emotional, social, physical, and financial 
areas. This is evidenced by past and present fears of new 
situations, new groups, and the first few minutes of public 
speaking. I sufter from d1gest1ve disturbances, and have 
been troubled with major physical difficulties. 
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Graduate F 
1. In order to pursue doctoral study, I continued full-time 
work, and started part-time study; later, I resigned from 
full-time work to take full-time study and part-time work. 
2. My basic motive in life is to be able to provide for my 
family the way I would like to and to receive recognition 
in my profession. These basic motives hopefully can be kept 
in balance, in order to accommodate for each other. It 
would be hoped that the two would not come in conflict, but 
if they did professional dreams would be sacrificed in favor 
of family interest. 
3. The three things I value highest in life are 
a) Home and family, 
b) usefulness to society. I would like to be able to 
look back and see that the world was a better place because 
I was here. I contributed to, instead of just taking from, 
society. 
c) Success in one's chosen profession, not in terms of 
financial recognition, but in contribution. 
4. I feel my three greatest assets are strong personal motiva-
tion--knowing what I wanted--the education and the degree. 
There was no question but what that was what I was working 
toward. There was no question also in my mind that I would 
eventually get it. I wanted it badly enough to pay the 
price. I gave up a full-time job for part-time employment. 
I undertook doctoral studies, and graduated from the pro-
gram. 
Support from my spouse and parents. They shared with 
me the feeling that this was the most important thing in our 
lives, and whatever support was required--financial--moral--
they were ready and able to give it. My wife continued 
working and encouraged me in every way possible. My parents 
believed in me and stood ready to help. 
Willingness to work. If you have genius and brilliance 
maybe these will carry you. But if you don't have these, 
hard work and willingness to do whatever is necessary will 
accomplish a lot, assuming a certain level of ability. In 
college, in the service, and in teaching, I look for no 
shortcuts nor take them. I try always to do the best pos-
sible job, and then put out a little extra in the way of 
time, effort. 
In doctoral studies it was more than two years between 
the time of my proposal action and the oral on the disserta-
tion. Many times I was tired of it and felt like throwing it 
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out the window, but sheer stubbornness and the willingness 
to work kept me at it. I was not going to be licked by the 
study. I would prove to myself that I am equal or more than 
equal to the task. The fact that I finished and graduated 
is the best evidence of this asset. 
If at the presentation of my proposal, I had been stopped 
cold, I would have picked up the pieces and started in again 
from the beginning. 
5. I see as my three greatest weaknesses at the time I was 
encouraged,~first, lack of experience. I could have used 
more than I had. I had some counseling experience but no 
training. I had no background in public school teaching. I 
had done no independent research or a thesis on the Master's 
level. If I had done a Master's thesis I would have known 
better how to conduct a doctoral study. A Master's thesis 
is not essential but it would made the doctoral study easier. 
My course work would have been more meaningful had I had 
more experience. I would have given more and gotten more. I 
had no idea what was involved or was expected of me or whether 
I had the equipment necessary to success. This was shown in 
my poorly prepared problem outline. I did no research. I set 
up my problem in the pattern of others which had been accepted. 
The problem was accepted but I feel the main reason that it was 
was that the subject was not well known generally and specifi-
cally by the faculty in attendance at the time. 
The lack of ability to find suitable emotional outlets 
for drives and needs. The evidence of this weakness has been 
evidenced in psychosomatic illness over years. The mind needed 
outlets of emotion, they were not found outwardly so turned 
inwardly. 
Graduate G 
1. I remained in a full-time teaching assignment, with 
part-time doctoral study. 
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2. My basic motive in life is to make a contribution to 
education that will be meaningful, and gain personal satis-
faction with respect to that contribution to the profession. 
3. I value highest in life 
a) The capacity of an individual to ascertain values in 
life, 
b) the faculty or ability of a person to enjoy the values 
and share them, 
c) the satisfaction of being an intelligent and well-
informed citizen. 
4. My three greatest assets are personal discipline. The 
self-discipline to undertake a task and stay with it; not 
doing many things one might do otherwise for the sake of the 
task. It would have been easy not to have resumed study after 
the interruption of the Korean War. Marriage and a family 
might have deterred me, but sheer desire was greater than any 
distractions. 
People of high quality with whom I came in contact at 
that time. My major advisor motivated and encouraged me. He 
did all that a good teacher should do, and brought out what I 
would consider the best in me. 
Economic stability allowed me to achieve without too 
heavy financial pressures. I had the advantage of the GI 
Bill throughout my period of doctorate study, and it certainly 
eased the way. 
5. My three greatest weaknesses are my own limitations in 
terms of capacity. One always has to work within the limits 
of his capacity. I have always been aware when I undertake 
anything, that I have limitations. However, this reckoning 
should have been done before one reaches this level; but 
obviously it is not done, and it is not easy to do. 
Time and other pressures. I felt I was unable to do my 
best because of lack of time. I had to work regularly within 
narrow limitations--you did what you could do and cut it off. 
At some point you had to cut it off for practical reasons. 
This I found particularly true in research. 
Lack of guidance and direction up to the point of encour-
agement by the Doctoral Committee. When one tries to identify 
the right area of graduate study, should it be this or that? 
I can't say as I never felt sure that I was appraised of all 
the areas in which I was competent to work. Hopefully, I 
chose the area of my greatest competency. I probably will 
never know, but perhaps I would have done better in another 
area. 
It seems to me there should be a clearing house where 
candidates can accomplish all this grass-roots work before 
they make a decision on the area of specialization. They 
could share facts. To illustrate: before making a decision 
a candidate could well askz Where are my services most 
needed (not always what would I like to do, but what is best 
under all the circumstances to do). Are administrators more 
needed than master-teachers? 
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Graduate H 
1. I gave up a full-time position to commence doctoral 
study; later I accepted teaching fellowship. 
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2. My basic motive in life is to take care of my family and 
be reasonably happy. 
3. Three things I value highest in life areJ 
a) family 
b) religion 
c) happiness 
4. My three greatest assets were confidence reposed in me 
by the Doctoral Committee in suggesting that I start the 
doctoral program, and people who wrote recommendations for 
me. They were acting on my application to the Certificate 
of Advanced Graduate Specialization, and upon the basis of 
what they had before them, it was suggested that I switch to 
the doctoral program. 
Boldness or confidence that I can do some things, like 
talk well. I am interested and curious and I participate in 
classes and express myself frequently on issues. I found 
that if you sit back and aren't heard from, you will not be 
noticed. 
Family, especially my wife. She had been a classroom 
teacher. She knew the value of an advanced degree; she was 
willing to undergo major changes in our mode of living. 
5. My three greatest weaknesses at the time of encourage-
ment were inexperience. Little experience of a professional 
nature. My experience was confined to one school in which I 
had taught only four years. My experience was also confined 
to classroom experience. I was working in an area in which 
I was not trained. I didn't bring much to the doctoral pro-
gram, but got a lot. My lack of experience was a detriment. 
I was allowed too much in my program, and could not make the 
best use of it. 
Immaturity, so far as the program was concerned. 
I received minimal help in arranging my program. There was 
little offered in the area of my specialization, and my pro-
gram was generally not well planned. Because of my immatur-
ity, I did not have a definite goal in mind. In addition, 
the immaturity allowed me to come to the place of taking com-
prehensive examinations without enough preparation, and I had 
to change comprehensive areas at the last moment--one term 
before the comprehensive was scheduled. I did not realize or 
find out that offerings from other colleges within the 
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university could be incorporated in my doctoral program. My 
program might have been enriched and more meaningful had 
courses from other colieges been added to School of Education 
offerings. Because of my immaturity, I wasted time with sug-
gestions from others which I did not realize were unneeded or 
irrelevant. 
I was not a world-beater from a student point of view. I 
had low grades on my undergraduate record. It was pretty much 
of a C-record that I brought into the doctoral program. My 
Master's grades were better, A's and B's, but most graduate 
students get good grades. My measured IQ is about normal. 
During the doctoral program, I unde~went major changes--I 
became more confident and did better work. If I am measured 
by what I produce, the results are better than if I am 
measured IQ-wise. 
Graduate I 
1. To pursue doctoral study, I gave up full-time job for 
full-time study. 
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2. My basic motive in life is to train students to be pro-
ficient in their fields of specialization. 
3. I value highest in life 
a) happiness 
b) health 
c) a humanitarian attitude toward life 
4. My three greatest assets at the time of encouragement by 
the Doctoral Committee were professional experience. I had 
nine years experience in elementary schools. 
A good broad understanding of my field of specialization. 
I had taken many courses in my special field, and had prac-
ticed what I had learned. 
Great motivation to become a university professor. My 
willingness and desire to study and get the degree evince 
this. 
5. My three greatest weaknesses were a lack of experience in 
writing a thesis. I had written a group thesis on the Master's 
level, but that is not like an individual project. The experi-
ence of writing independently is a valuable experience, and the 
group thesis did not provide individual writing experience that 
I feel is absolutely necessary to write a decent dissertation. 
Lack of education courses. I had become overly specialized 
in my area for the Doctor of Educa~1on Degree. I felt a weak-
ness in philosophy and educational psychology. 
Lack of statistical knowledge and understanding. I had to 
hire someone to help me with my fourth chapter. I did the 
means and standard deviations, but had to get help for the 
tables and chi-squares. 
Graduate J 
1. To pursue doctoral study I continued my full-time job, 
and took part-time studies. 
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2. At this time my basic motive is a drive to make a con-
tribution to the betterment of mankind through education. I 
feel very strongly the lack of equal rights, lack of educa-
tional opportunities for children and lack of social, cul-
tural advantages for others. I want to do what I can through 
the medium of education, through the manner in which I live, 
in our family, church and community, to better the role of the 
children in our schools. 
This motive is not unique with me, but the roots of this 
developed from my own under-privileged home situation. 
3. The three things I value highest in life are 
a) the general happiness and welfare of my wife and 
children, 
b) the future of the youngsters on the globe, particu-
larly with respect to the direction we, as adults, are lead-
ing them, 
c) the hope, aspiration, and wish that mankind can learn 
to understand themselves and others so that we can help one 
another. I value greater understanding than is evident now, 
particularly in the direction of values. 
4. My three greatest assets at the time of encouragement 
were a high academic rating. I graduated with high honors at 
the Bachelor's level and as a graduate student. On all three 
records (Bachelor's, Master's and Doctor's) there was a very 
limited number of B's - the others were all A's. 
Some ability, limited probably, to think in terms of a 
study and how to pursue it with imagination, depth and abil-
ity to see ramifications which surround the study and to see 
possible solutions. My past record was successful. I had 
been and was in an educational position where I wrote a good 
many reports and articles. I was encouraged during my under-
graduate program to get experience upon graduation and then 
start the doctorate. My advisor had confidence in my ability. 
Some experience in the field of education. My work for 
three years as a teacher and administrator I felt helped me 
to design and present my problem with some intelligence and 
understanding. 
5. My three greatest weaknesses at time of encouragement were 
lack of time to concentrate on the various projects that 
demanded my attention. My full-time position allowed few free 
evenings. I had to contain my doctoral activities to Satur-
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days and holidays. 
Feelings of frustration. These were caused by knowledge 
that I was taking too much of the little time that was left 
away from my family, and that the diversion of money into 
tuition and travel lessened what they could have enjoyed. 
Despite the frustrations which were evident, they were not a 
great problem, because we had agreed before starting the pro-
gram that this was "our" goal. 
Lack of mastery in the field of statistics. This tool 
was necessary to do a good statistical study, and I lacked 
the know-how in this area. So I took one course, read 
extensively, and asked many questions. 
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